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~ THE MINOR WORRIES OF LIFE! 
confusion 


Why keep your Letters and Papers in a chronic state of 
when you can have them in a Single Box or Drawer under the 
simplest possible arrangement in perfect order 9 





FREEMAN & SON, Soxicrrors, 7, Fosrzr-Lawe, E.C.—“ The ‘ Ceres’ Files are quite 
the best for a lawyer’s office. The facilities they afford are not to be found in any other 
” 


IRWIN E. B. COX, Esq., M.P.—' Am transferring all my papers to your Files, 
thereby releasing a whole room which was one mass of pigeon holes.” Subsequently : 
“The Writing Table is all I can desire.” 





CALL AND INSPECT THE CERES SYSTEM OR SEND POSTCARD FOR FULLY 
ILLUSTRATED EXPLANATORY PAMPHLET, POST-FREE, 


THE CERES DEPOT, 
10, JOHN STREET, ADELPHI, W.C. 
(Opposite the Society of Arts and two minutes from Charing Oross). 








THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANOE OFFIOE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 
SOCIETY, LIMITED. 


SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
BonpDs, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE : 56, Moorgate-stzeet, B.C. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS xX 


xX In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled Py, Counsel, can be obtained on to 
fHE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 














ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - = = = = £3,000,000 
INCOME - - - - = £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - 1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE -_ - £11,700,000 





THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrrunovr Prorrrts. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





Age Premium | Age Premium | Age | Premium | 


20 |£178%,| 30 | £116%,| 40 | £2 10%, 




















£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 











Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 
Duration 10 yrs. 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. | 40 yrs. 
Amount of Policy | £1,199 $1,438 £1,724 $2,067 








Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 
Tue rerort of the Chester and North Wales Incorporated 


Law Society, which we print elsewhere, reveals a novel applica- 
tion of the Dutch auction to work. It appears that 
the Rhyl Urban District some time ago invited local 
solicitors to tender for the ion of a con of land 





circumstances to re-open 
money-lending transactions. is it can do when the money- 
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which he carries on business; (4) he .must only carry on 
business in his registered name, and at his registered address or 
addresses ; (c) his agreements and securities must all be in his 
registered name ; and (7) he must on reasonable request, and on 
tender of a reasonable sum for expenses, furnish the borrower 
with a copy of the documents relating to the loan. Substantially 
these are the requirements of the former Bill, but in accordance 
with an amendment made in committee, the provision that upon 
any breach the contract of loan would be void has been dropped, 
and, instead, failure to register, or to comply with any of the 
other requirements, is to be an offence punishable on summary 
conviction with a fine not exceeding £100. 





Tue xpucaTion of the young, it may be admitted, is an 
ennobling pursuit, but it has its drawbacks, chiefly owing to the 
freaks of the raw material upon which it is exercised. In 
general the schoolmaster is able to retaliate upon his tormentors 
with effect. Sometimes he suffers in silence. But if neither 
retaliation nor long suffering will ease his soul, he has still, as 
Eady v. Elsdon shews, a chance of. redress in the High Court. 
What is the point, however, at which the law will interfere ? 
This is a subject upon which Mr. Justice Riptzy has had to 
expatiate—somewhat vaguely, we fear—toa special jury this 
week. The particular provocation on which the plaintifi—the 
schoolmaster—relied was the burning down of the school 
premises ; the author of the burning down was the defendant 
—the boy; the boy’s object was to escape from school. 
Stated thus shortly, the schoolmaster’s case seems to call 
loudly for legal redress, and bis claim has been admitted. 
In Mr. Justice Ripiry’s phrase, the master undertakes the risk 
of “the wear and tear of school furniture by knocking about 
and kicking the doors,” but no more. What is the exact point 
in the reference to kicking the doors we do not pretend to 
know, but the sort of damage at which the learned judge darkly 
hints obviously stops short of arson, and if the master’s pupils 
burn his house about his ears he ought to have a remedy against 
someone, though we fear itis only against the culprits themselves. 
Hence in the present case, so far as we can gather, the action 
was brought against the boy only, and to him apparently the 

laintiff must look for the £450 damages which the jury gave 
isn He had very nearly, however, put himself out of court by 
his mode of doing business. He advertised for boys who were 
difficult to manage, and he was taken too literally at his word. 
Apparently the defendant was about as difficult a boy to manage 
as is to be found within the four seas. But to such a bargain 
as the plaintiff made the jury felt it necessary to put limits, and 
they did not think it saddled him with all the consequences of 
the defendant’s eccentricities. In future schoolmasters who 
aspire to exercise their art on the more perverse specimens of 
that animal fore nature known as ‘‘boy” will do well to 
scratinize critically the material which is brought to them. 


THE DIFFERENCE in the Oourt of Appeal (Linprzy, M.R., 
Vavonax Witiiams and Romer, L.JJ.) in Allen vy. Gold Reefs of 
West Africa (Limited) (re elsewhere) is probably typical 
of the doubt which most lawyers would feel upon the question 
involved. —— of immaterial details, the case was shortly 
as follows: company by its original articles takes a lien 
upon unpaid shares, but not upon fully-paid shares, for the 
liabilities of the shareholders to the company. It issues to A. a 
number of fully-paid vendor's shares and also shares which are 
to be paid for in cash. Calls are made on the latter shares, but 
they are not all paid, and A. becomes indebted to the company 
in a considerable sum. In order to secure payment the 
company alter their articles so as to give themselves a lien 
upon fully-paid shares as well as upon unpaid shares, and then 
claim a lien upon A.’s vendor’s Jom. Is such a lien well 
created? Kexewicu, J., held that it was not, and Vavenan 
Wituams, LJ., has with him. The Master of the 
Rolls and Romer, L.J., have taken the opposite view, 
and so the lien stands. By section 50 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, a wr is empowered to alter, in the 
prescribed manner, the regulations in the articles, and primd 





facie, therefore, any alteration made by special resolution forth- 
with becomes binding upon all the members of the company, 


But it is one thing to alter articles which deal only with the 
administration of the company, or which purport to regulate 
future rights, and quite another to affect in this way rights 
which have been already acquired. In the course of his 
judgment, Linpizy, M.R., poiated out two cases in which such 
alteration of existing rights has been permitted— Andrews v. Gas 
Meter Co. (1897, 1 Ca. 861), where a company was allowed by 
special resolution to take power to issue preference shares; and 
Pepe v. City, §c., Building Society (1893, 2 Ch. 311), where a 
building society was allowed to alter its rules so as to affect 
the priority of a member who had given notice of withdrawal; 
and undoubtedly these cases carry the argument in favour of the 
alteration in the present case a long way. But it may be 
suggested that there is a distinction between alterations which 
purely affect the adjustment of the rights of shareholders inter se, 
and an alteration which makes shares liable for debts contracted 
with the company. Moreover, the alteration in question has 
special features of its own, both in relation to vendor’s shares 
and in relation to the quotation of shares on the Stock Exchange. 
If a vendor has contracted to sell property to a company in 
exchange for paid-up shares free from any lien, it seems to be a 
somewhat serious interference with the contract for the company 
afterwards to be permitted to impose a lien. The immediate 
effect of this is to render the shares unquotable on the Stock 
Exchange, and the market value will probably be at once 
reduced. Upon this ground, in part, Vaucnan Wiis, L.J., 
held the alteration to be bad, but, as we have stated, the 
majority of the court disagreed with him and were prepared to 
allow the power of altering the articles to be exercised to its 
fullest extent, as well with regard to vendor's shares as to cash 
shares. This seems to place a minority of shareholders very 
much at the mercy of the majority. 





Tue tTriat for child murder at the Old Bailey ended in a 
verdict of guilty against the woman WixurAms, but in the 
acquittal of her husband. The jury, however, in delivering 
their verdict, stated that they found the male prisoner guilty 
as an accessory after the fact. This, of course, was a verdict 
which could not be found upon an indictment for murder, but 
the prosecuting counsel proposed to proceed against the man 
upon a second indictment charging him with being an 
accessory after the fact to his wife’s felony. The judge, 
however, expressed some disapproval of this course, and 
counsel not pressing his view, no evidence was offered for 
the Crown and the prisoner was discharged. It is not quite 
clear from the newspaper reports why the judge did not wish 
the further charge to be gone into, but most people will probably 
agree that it is not desirable that a husband should be convicted 
of being accessory after the fact toa crime committed by his 
wife. It may further be questioned whether in law a man can 
be so convicted. In Stephen’s Digest of the Criminal Law it is 
stated that ‘‘ every one is an accessory after the fact to felony 
who, knowing a felony to have been committed by another, 
receives, comforts, or assists him in order to enable him to escape 
from punishment, provided that a married woman 
who receives, comforts, or relieves her husband, knowing 
him to have committed a felony, does aot thereby become an 
accessory after the fact.” The work is silent, pretrial 
to say), as to whether the husband can be convicted as an 
accessory after the fact to the wife’s crime, and the point does 
not seem to have ever received judicial attention, though Hatz 
specifically states that the husband may be so convicted. The 
rule as to the wife’s immunity is well established and beyond 

uestion, and the reason for it is thus stated in Russell on 

imes: “The law has such a regard to the duty, love, 
and tenderness which a wife owes to her husband that 
it does not make her an accessory to felony by any 
receipt whatever which she may give to him > considering 
that she ought not to discover her husband.” But surely 
the same reason applies exactly where the positions of 
the eg and woman are reversed. Surely the man owes 
his wife just as much love and tenderness, and it is just as 
unnatural for him to “discover” his wife as for her to ‘‘ dis- 
cover” him. When a revolting crime like the recent child 
murder is revealed, the feeling of indignation aroused against 
the privcipal offender is apt to extend to everyone in any way 
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In considering the law applicable 
to the case, however, we must po all such considerations aside, 
and approach the question as if it were a mere case of larceny. 
Can, then, anyone rs any good reason why a wife may shield 
her guilty husband from justice, while a husband commits 
a crime if he shields his guilty wife? We venture to say 
that no such reason can be given, and that it would be just as 
repulsive to all good feeling to punish a husband for sheltering 
his wife as to punish the wife for aiding her husband. However 
bad the woman may be, her husband ougbt to support and 
protect her to the best of his ability, and there would be somethin 
almost indecent in a man turning his wife out of doors an 
giving information to the police if he discovered she had 
committed some felony. It is perhaps a pity that the charge 
against WILLIAMs was not proceeded with, for then this interest- 
ing poing might have been settled. It is submitted, however, 
that Haz is wrong, and that a man cannot be convicted as 
accessory after the fact to his wife’s felony. 


connected with such an act. 





THE cAsE of Greene v. St. John’s Mansions (ante, p. 175) raises 
some interesting points with regard to the practice under order 
18a of the Rules of the Supreme Court. Practice under that 
order is more a matter of academic interest than of practical 
importance, for although the small group of ingenious pro- 
visions contained in order 18a bears the somewhat pretentious 
title of ‘‘ Trial Without Pleadings,” we are probably well 
within the mark in saying that of all the actions in the 
High Court tried without pleadings not one-twentieth -part 
are brought under that order. However, there it stands as 
part of the code of Rules of the Supreme Court, and in the 
case above mentioned we have a decision on a point of 
procedure under it, which a Divisional Court found so 
puzzling that the learned judges took time to consider 
their judgment. The question was extremely simple in 
itself. Order 18a provides that a plaintiff may proceed to trial 
without pleadings if he indorses his writ with a sufficiently 
complete statement of his claim, and also with a statement that 
if the defendant appears he intends to proceed to trial without 
oe. He may then, within ten days after appearance, 
eliver a twenty-one days’ notice of trial, subject to the right of 
the defendant to apply within the same time for delivery of a 
statement of claim. It may be observed, by way of parenthesis, 
that these time-fixtures run concurrently, so that notice 
of trial may be delivered before the defendant applies 
for, and possibly obtains, an order for pleadings, which 
would cancel the notice of trial. This is awkward, 
and might be troublesome if order 18a were much resorted 
to, but as such a thing rarely happens it does not matter. If 
we turn to order 13, we find a series of provisions regulatin 
procedure in default of appearance. Rule 12 provides that i 


the action is neither for a liquidated demand, nor damages, nor | 


recovery of land, nor detention of goods, the plaintiff must 
proceed to judgment by filing a statement of claim in default of 
appearance against the defendant. Having done that, he can, 
on the expiration of the time for defence, give notice of motion 
for judgment in default of defence under ord. 27, r. 11. In 
Greene v. St. John’s Mansions (ubi supra) the plaintiff was puzzled 
(as well he might be) when he tried to reconcile the different 
rules above mentioned with one another. He had stated on his 
writ, as directed by order 18a, that he was going to trial with- 
out pleadings. He had indorsed his writ with a full statement 
of his claim for a declaration that a certain ent was 
determined and was at an end. He imagined that as he had 
already served the defendant personally with this statement of 
his claim, he could not be required to deliver a statement of 
claim to the defendant by filing it in default under ord. 13, r. 
12, He, therefore, proceeded to deliver notice of motion for 
judgment under ord. 27, r. 11, without first filing a state- 
ment of claim in default under ord. 13, r. 12, When his 
motion came on, however, a new difficulty presented itself. 
Ord. 27, r. 11, says, ‘and such judgment shall be given 
a8 upon the statement of claim the court or a judge 
shall consider the plaintiff entitled to.” Was there a 
statement of claim before the court? There was the writ 
indorsed according to ord, 18, r, 1, with ‘a statement sufficient 


to give notice of the nature of his (the plaintiff’s) claim.” But 
was that a statement of claim within the meaning of ord. 27, 
r.11? The court has held that it was not, and that befo-e 
moving for judgment under that rule the plaintiff would be 
compelled to file a statement of cliim in default against te 
defendant under ord. 13, r. 12. What the actual material 
difference may be between a ‘‘statement of claim” and “a 
statement sufficient to give notice of the nature of the claim” 
under order 18a we have no indication. 





Ir must be confessed that the new procedure in the High 
Court is gradually developing puzzles of its own creation, 
especially in the multiplication of names as applied to documents 
which are pleadings in fact, but under the new dispensation are 
not on any account to be called pleadings. A plaintiff who 
commences an action by writ may indorse it with an ‘‘ indorse- 
ment of claim” as in Appendix A., Part III, to the Rules of 
the Supreme Court. He has, until recently, been entitled to 
follow with a ‘‘statement of claim” as in Appendix OC. He 
may also specially indorse his writ, and such special indorse- 
ment is “‘deemed to be the statement of claim” (ord. 21, r. 1 
(a)). When order 184 was passed, a plaintiff suing thereunder 
was bound to indorse his writ with “a statement sufficient to 
give notice of the nature of his claim.” Until the decision 
above referred to, the general impression prevailed that such 
statement was to be substantially equivalent to a statement of 
claim. In actions in the Commercial Court, again, pleadings 
are never, or very rarely, permitted. The plaintiff is directed to 
deliver “points of claim,” and the defendant “ points of 
defence.” This practice has extended to actions coming under 
order 30 (summons for directions). When the Judicature Act, 
1873, was drafted the possibility of these developments of new 
terms ap to have been foreseen. In section 100 of that 
Act the term “pleading” is defined as ‘‘the statements in 
writing of the doin or demand of any — and of the 
defence of any defendant thereto.” It would appear, therefore, 
that these various documents embodying the plaintiff's claim, by 
whatever new name they may be called, do, in fact, all of them, 
fall within the definition of “ pleading ” contained in the princi- 
pal Act. But perhaps it is unkind to call attention to the fact 
that the almost abolished pleadings have been replaced by 
documents which, though bearing other names and assuming 
various disguises, are gheatitien still according to the statute. 





THE DEcIsION in Greene v. St. John’s Mansions becomes more 
interesting when we come to fit it into procedure and endeavour 
to estimate its precise effect on actions under order 18¢. There 
was only one defendant in that case, a circumstance which 

tly diminished the difficulty of the question involved. 
Order 18a is drawn in terms which contain no indication that an 
action brought thereunder might be against two or more 
defendants who might separate in their defences. This, 
however, is a ¥ common circumstance in all kinds of 
actions, and in estimating the effect of Greene v. St. John’s 
Mansions it must be taken into consideration. Summed up 
in a few words, that case decides that the court has 
no power, on motion for judgment under ord. 27, r. 11, to give 
judgment except upon an actual statement of claim ; and that, 
no matter how fully and sufficiently the plaintiff may state his 
claim in the indorsement of his writ under order 184, such 
indorsement cannot be accepted as a statement of claim within 
ord. 27, r. 11. How does this decision affect a similar action for 
trial without pleadings under order 18a against two defendants, 
one of whom appears and the other of whom fails to appear? 
Let us suppose that the defendant who appears applies under 
rule 3 for a statement of claim and that his application is refused. 
The ground of such refusal would be that the indorsement 
of the writ contained a sufficient statement of the plaintiff's 
claim, as indeed a writ under order 18¢ probably would. 
The parties would then go to trial on the indorsement of 
the writ. The plaintiff would have to give notice of 
trial within ten days from ap iust the defendant 
who had appeared (rule 2). As the defeadant in 








default, he would have to give notice of motion for judgment 
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under ord. 27, r. 11, such motion to come on at the same time as 
the trial. Before doing so, however, he would be compelled, in 
_ accordance with the decision in Greene v. St. John’s Mansions, to 
file a statement of claim against the defaulting defendant 
under ord. 13, r. 12. At the trial there would be two 
documents before the court embodying the plaintifi’s 
claim: one the indorsement of the writ, which a judge had 
held to be sufficient, and the other a formal statement of 
claim. If these two documents contained any material 
differences it would be an extremely awkward and clumsy 
arrangement. If they were practically identical, then it is 
obvious that the necessity placed upon the plaintiff of merely 
repeating the indorsement of his writ personally served on the 
defendant, and repeating it in the form of a statement of claim, 
and filing it in default against the defendant he had served with 
it, would be putting him to needless expense and trouble. 





A pornt of municipal election law was decided by Mr. Justice 
Buoxntu1 last week in the case of Reg. vy. Law, The defendant 
had been tried at the Cardiff Assizes on an indictment (charging 
him with illegal treating at a municipal election) preferred by a 
private prosecutor under the Municipal Elections (Corrupt and 
Illegal Practices) Act, 1884, and had been acquitted by the 
direction of the judge. The question was whether the 
prosecutor was liable to pay the costs incurred by the 
defendant by reason of the indictment, and it turned upon 
the effect of the incorporation in the Act of 1884 of 
earlier enactments relating to the payment of such costs 
Section 30 of the Act of 1884 provides that ‘‘subject to the 
other provisions of this Act, the procedure for the prosecution of 
a corrupt or illegal practice committed in reference to 
a municipal election and all other proceedings in rela- 
tion thereto shall be the same as if such offence had 
been committed in reference to a parliamentary election,” and 
certain sections, including section 53 of the Corrupt and Illegal 
Practices Prevention Act, 1883, “shall apply accordingly as if 
they were re-enacted in this Act with the necessary modifica- 
tions.” Turning to section 58 of the Act of 1883, we find 
that it enacts that ‘sections 10, 12, and 13 of the Corrupt 
Practices Prevention Act, 1854 . shall extend to 
any prosecution or indictment for the offence of any 
corrupt practice within the meaning of this Act.” Finally, 
section 12 of the Act of 1854 provides that ‘in the case of 
apy indictment or information by a private prosecutor for any 
offence against the provisions of this Act, if judgment shall 
be given for the defendant, he shall be entitled to recover from 
the prosecutor the costs sustained by the defendant by reason 
of such indictment or information, such costs to be taxed, &c.”’ 
It was contended on behalf of the prosecutor that section 
80 of the Act-of 1884 applied the provisions of the two 
earlier Acts only to questions of the procedure for the 
"yg oscne and not to questions of costs; but it will 

observed that the section applies the incorporated 
enactment in respect of ‘all proceedings” relating to the 
prosecution, and also (as the learned judge pointed out) that 
section 12 of the Act of 1854, which is incorporated, deals with 
costs and with nothing else. The incorporated enactments must 
in fact be read into the Act of 1884, and when this is done it is 
clear that a successful defendant to an indictment for a corrupt 
practice at a municipal election is entitled to the same right in 
vp of his costs as is oe by section 12 of the Act of 

4 on a person in a similar position where the proceedings 
relate to a parliamentary election. . . 








The Republic of Mexico has, says the Albany Law Journal, established 
@ new precedent in the infliction of the death penalty. The condemned 
was sentenced to be shot inside the walls of the prison, and an admittance 
fee of 25 cents was charged all persons desiring to witness the execution, 
the (or, as they would be termed in sporting parlance, the ‘‘ gate 
receipts ’’) to go to the widow of the condemned man. 


The appeal of a law student of Gray’s-inn against the decision of the 
benchers of that society, who refused to call him to the bar, was heard at 
the House of Lords on Saturday before the Lord Chancellor, Sir Francis 
Jeune, and Justices Stirling, Bigham, Darling, and Cozens-Hardy. The 
last appeal of this character was heard some years ago, and was also from 


COMPULSORY LICENCES TO USE PATENTED 
INVENTIONS, 


Ir is within the strict legal rights of a patentee (subject to what 
is herein mentioned) to limit the use of a patented invention 
or the production of a patented article to any extent he 
pleases. Again, he can supply the patented article subject to 
such conditions as he chooses to impose, which conditions bind 
the purchasers from him and all others who subsequently buy 
with binding notice of the conditions. He can even act the 
part of ‘‘ dog-in-the-manger” by refusing to use the patented 
process or supply the patented article at all or licence anyone 
else to do it. Until the Patent Act of 1883 there was no 
method, or at all events no direct method, by which this dog- 
in-the-manger policy could be counteracted, and the worst 
feature of it was that it was capable of being used to the detri- 
ment of British industries, and the only wonder is that it has been 
so little used for this purpose. A foreigner who had invented a 
process might patent it in his own country and then patent it in 
England, and, having patented it in Eogland, he might say, ‘‘I 
will not use in England this process which I have patented, or 
licence anyone else to use it in England,” and thus keep the 
industry not only in his own hands, but also in his own 
country. 

It was to remedy these various mischiefs that section 22 was 
inserted in the Patent Act of 1883. That section is as follows: 
‘Tf, on the petition of any person interested, it is proved to the 
Board of Trade that by reason of the default of a patentee 
to grant licences on reasonable terms—(a) the patent is not 
being worked in the United Kingdom; or (}) the reasonable 
requirements of the public with respect to the invention cannot 
be supplied ; or (c) any person is prevented from working or 
using to the best advantage an invention of which he is 
possessed, the Board may order the patentee to grant licences 
on such terms as to the amount of royalties, security for 
payment, or otherwise, as the Board, having regard to the 
nature of the invention and the circumstances of the case, may 
deem just, and any such order may be enforced by mandamus.” 
This section, as it will be observed, empowers the Board of 
Trade, on a petition being presented to it, to order a patentee to 
grant licences practically on such terms as the Board may think 
just, for there is no appeal from the Board of Trade in the 
matter. It will also be observed that the petitioner must of 
course be a person interested, but the nature or extent of his 
interest is undefined. The petition must be based upon a 
default by the patentee to grant licences on reasonable terms 
—that is, of course, terms which appear reasonable to the Board 
of Trade; and the petitioner must also prove one of three things 
—either that the patent has not been worked at all in the 
United Kingdom, or that the reasonable requirements of the 
public with respect to the invention cannot be supplied, or that 
some person is prevented from working or using to the best 
advantage an invention of which he is possessed. The last 
alternative covers the case of a person having invented a 
a substantial improvement upon a patented article or patented 
machine, and not being able to obtain a reasonable licence from 
the patentee so as to put his improved article or machine on the 
market. 

The most curious thing in connection with this section is, that 
although it has been on the Statute Book since 1883, no 
practical use of it appears to have been made until 1897; at all 
events there is no report of any application to the Board of 
Trade under the section until the latter year. It is generally 
suggested that this is due to the fact that by the terms of the 
Act the section does not apply to patents in existence when it 
came into operation—in other words, it only applies to patents 
granted since 1883—but inasmuch as the patents granted 
since that date can be counted by hundreds, we think that the 
reason must be looked for elsewhere, and that the true reason is 
the unsatisfactory nature of the procedure under the section for 
obtaining a compulsory licence. 

It is the Board of Trade that has the jurisdiction to enter- 
tain the petition, but how is the jurisdiction practically exercised? 
Section 102a, added to the Patent Act in 1885, provides that all 
things required or authorized under the Act to be done by, to, 
or before the Board of Trade may be done by, to, or before 
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the president, or a secretary, or an assistant secretary of the 

Rules 60 to 66 of the Consolidated Patent Rules made 
under the Patent Acts provide, to a certain extent, the procedure 
upon a petition for a compulsory licence. Under these Rules, 
if the Board of Trade is of opinion upon the petition and the 
evidence (if any) by affidavits, statutory declarations, and other 
documents tendered by the petitioner that a primd facie case for 
relief has been made out, the petitioner is required to deliver to 
the patentee copies of the petition, and evidence, if any, and 
fourteen days is given to the patentee to leave evidence in reply, 
and the 66th Rule is as follows: ‘“‘Subject to any further 
directions which the Board of Trade may give, the parties shall 
then be heard at such time before such person or persons in such 
manner and in accordance with such procedure as the Board of 
Trade may, in the circumstances of the case, direct, but so that 
full opportunity shall be given to the patentee to shew cause 
against the petition.” 

Under the last-mentioned Rules the Board of Trade havs 
adopted, for the time being at all events, a scheme of procedure 
which provides for a reference of the petition and evidence to 
“a legal expert in patent law,” who apparently must be a 
barrister. He first reports upon the petition and the evidence 
in chief (if any) whether an order should be made or not. If 
an order is not refused at once, the petitioner is to appear 
before the legal expert. After the attendance of the petitioner 
the legal expert reports to the Board of Trade whether in his 
opinion a primd facie case has been made out. Ifa primd facie 
case is made out, the petition and the whole of the evidence is 
again submitted to the legal expert to advise as to further 
directions or the hearing of the petition under rule 66. Ifa 
hearing is determined on, the Board of Trade fix the time 
and place of the hearing and inform the parties. The hearing 
then takes place before the legal expert, who at the close of the 
hearing reports* to the Board of Trade, and the Board of Trade 
then issue their order. This order, as appears from the reported 
cases, will either be a refusal or an order on the patentee to grant 
a licence or licences in a definite form, which is stated in a 
schedule to the order (for such a licence see 15 R. P. CO. p. 743). 
Here it should be observed that the Board of Trade has no 
jurisdiction to award costs, and consequently if a petition fora 
compulsory licence is refused, the patentee, although successful, 
gets no costs, in spite of the fact that he may, and probably will, 
have been put to very great expense in resisting the petition. 
This seems manifestly unfair, and ought to be remedied. 

It is possible now to understand the present method of working 
under section 22, because the few cases under it are reported 
either in the Patent Office Reports or in Mr. Gordon’s useful 
book on Compulsory Licences. There have been in all seven 
of these cases. In two a compulsory licence was granted ; in 
three the petition was dismissed; and in the other two the 
hearings were directed to stand over sine die. As one has 
thus stood over since March, 1898, and the other since March, 
1899, these two cases may both be considered as having collapsed. 
The first of these cases (which is reported in 15 R. P. C., p. 727) 
was a petition by a — company for a licence under the 
the Welsbach Patent. This was heard before Mr. Roczr 
Watacz, Q.C., as legal expert, on the 17th and 19th of 
November, and the 17th and 20th of December, 1897, and the 
17th, 19tb, and 20th of January, and the 10th of February, 
1898. An order of the Board of Trade dismissing the 

etition was made on the 19th of May, 1898. The 
ast case (reported in 16 R. P. O., p. 641) was a petition by the 
Gormully and Jeffery Manufacturing Oo. for a licence under 
Bartlett's well-known patent for cycle tyres. The petition was 
enact on the 28th of June, 1898,and it was heard before Mr. 

OUSFIELD, Q.C., as legal expert on the 13th, 14th, 17th, 23rd, 
and 27th of Mareh, 1899. On the 27th of July, 1899, the Board 
of Trade dismissed the petition and made no order thereon. In 
both these cases counsel leaders as well as juniors) appeared for 
the parties before the legal expert. In the last case a consider- 
able number of witnesses were called to give vivd voce evidence, 
a8 also happened in most of the other cases to which no detailed 
reference here is deemed necessary. It is quite evident from the 
reports of these cases that the costs have been very great—in 





t. ) Rc the legal expert is not published and, of course, is not binding on the 





fact as great, if not greater, than the costs of a patent action 
fought out in court. 

The section under consideration, although right in principle, 
has thus been a practical failure. Nor are we surprised 
thereat, for the present method of working under the section 
seems most unsatisfactory. In the first place, as we have pointed 
out, the costs of the p i are undoubtedly too t; in 
the goer k gon it will me Sone that he a _ — 
very lengthy and apparently un rolonged. e 
case which we have scree A wore My we do not know the 
date on which the petition was presented, but it must have been 
in the middle of 1897, because the first hearing before the legal 
expert was on the 17th of November, 1897, and as the order of 
the Board of Trade was not made until the 19th of May, 1898 
(three months after the last hearing before the legal expert), it 
is obvious that the proceedings extended nearly, if not quite, a 
year. In the last case, which we have ifically mentioned, 
the petition was presented on the 28th of June, 1898, and the 
first hearing before the legal expert was not until the 13th of 
March, 1899 (nearly nine months after the presentation of the 
petition), and although the last hearing before the legal expert 
took place on the 27th of March, 1899, the order of the Board 
of Trade was not issued until the 27th of July (four months 
afterwards). Again, it can hardly be said that the method of 
hearing the petition is a satisfactory one. The hearing, being 
before a legal expert, has the same results as a hearing before 
an arbitrator. It is fragmentary, and not continued de die in 
diem, as it should be; and without any disrespect to the forensic 
abilities of the eminent counsel whom the Board of Trade have 
called in to act for it, we cannot help thinking that the want of 
judicial experience greatly handicaps them in dealing with a 
long and complicated case under the section. 

It is easier to pick holes than to mend them. It is easier to 
suggest the defects in the present procedure on petitions for 
compulsory licences than the remedies, but we are strongly of 
opinion that if the Board of Trade is to continue to have the 
jurisdiction to decide whether a compulsory licence ought to be 
granted or not under section 22, some means must be adopted 
for making the exercise of that jurisdiction simpler, cheaper, 
and much more expeditious than it is at present. With regard 
to the tribunal that is to hear the petition, we think one of the 
Law Officers or the Comptroller-General of Patents would afford 
a more satisfactory tribunal than the one which is now resorted 
to. They all at present exercise judicial functions in matters 
connected with patents, and therefore have judicial experience. 
If, however, the present practice is in other r ts to con- 
tinue, then it seems desirable that the Board of Trade should 
have power to refer the hearing of the petition to the High 
Court, in the same way as they have the power (under sections 62 
and 69 of the Patent Act, 1883) to refer to the court appeals to 
them from the Comptroller-General in trade-mark matters. 








THE ORDER OF PAYMENT OF DEBTS. 
Il, 

It is obvious that difficult questions are raised by the judg- 
ment in Re Leng (1895, 1 Oh, 652) as to the order in which debts 
are now payable by an executor or administrator and in adminis- 
tration in the Chancery Division; but it is submitted that until 
Re Maggi (20 Ch. D. 545) and the cases which have followed it 
are directly overruled, debts are payable in the following order : 
First, Crown debts. The Crown is not mentioned in the Prefer- 
ential Payments in Bankruptcy Act, 1888, and does not appear 
to be bound thereby in so far as the Act alters the law with 
regard to the order of payment of debts in the winding up of 
companies and in administration. The wpe on therefore, 
appears to retain its tive of priority of payment, not- 
withstanding that in Couteceter cal ia the administration in 
bankruptcy of deceased debtors’ insolvent estates Crown debts 
are placed on an equal footing with others by the effect of 
section 150 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. Secondly, the 
debts preferred by particular statutes, as debts due to a 
registered friendly society from its officer for —< of the 
society in his possession, Thirdly, the debts payable pre- 
ferentially by the Preferential Payments in Bankruptoy 
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Act, 1888. Fourthly, registered judgments against the 
deceased. Fifthly, recognizances. Sixthly, judgments against 
the executor or administrator on the deceased’s specialty or 
simple contract liabilities in order according to the date ef judg- 
ment. According to the order of payment of debts given in 
2 Seton on Decrees, 1201 (5th ed.), such judgments ought to be 
satisfied in priority to recognizances; but it is submitted that 
this is a mistake. A creditor who has obtained judgment 
against an executor or administrator is entitled to be paid in 
priority to other creditors whose debts are of the same degree 
as that on which the judgment was obtained; but he has no 
priority over creditors whose debts are of superior degree to the 
liability on which he sued. Thus, before Hinde Palmer’s Act 
jadgments against an executor on a simple contract debt of the 
testator’s were postponed to his debts by special contract on 
which no judgment had been obtained: Jennings v. Rigby (33 
Beav. 198) ; see also Sawyer v. Mercer (1 T. R. 690), Wentworth’s 
Executors, 261 to 282 (14th ed.); Williams’ Executors, 999, 
1021, 1029 (7th ed.), 861, 879 (9th ed.). And although it has 
been held that by the effect of Hinde Palmer’s Act a judgment 
against an executor on a simple contract debt of the testator’s 
ought now to be paid in preference to the testator’s debts by 
special contract (ite Williams, L, R. 15 Eq. 270), this decision 
is no authority for the proposition that judgments against 
an executor or administrator on the deceased’s liabilities 
by specialty or simple contract ought to be satisfied in 
priority to recognizances. Seventhly, other debts incurred 
for value, whether by specialty or simple contract, in- 
cluding unregistered judgments against the deceased: Van 
Gheluive v. Nerincks (21 Ch. D, 189). Eighthly, debts in 
respect of a loan to a person engaged or about to engage in any 
business on a contract that the lender shall receive a rate of 
interest varying with the profits, or shall receive a share of the 
profits of the business, or in respect of the share of the profits 
contracted for by the seller of the goodwill of a business in con- 
sideration of a share of the profits: Partnership Act, 1890, s. 3. 
Ninothly, a wife’s claim for money or other estate lent or entrusted 
by her to her husband for the purpose of any trade or business 
carried on by him. Tenthly, voluntary bonds and covenants. 

The case of Re Bentinck (1897, 1 Ch. 673) affords some support 
to the contention that debts are still payable in the above-men- 
tioned order, notwithstanding the case of Re Leng. In that 
cwe Stieine, J., held that a simple contract debt due to the 
Crown has priority, in the administration of the deceased debtor’s 
estate in the Chancery Division, over his other debts by simple 
contract, though not over his debts by specialty ; but it does not 
appear that any question arising out of the judgment in Re Leng 
was argued. It is submitted, however, that in any case an 
executor or administrator administering an insolvent estate out 
of court ought to have strict regard to the above-mentioned 
rer pep For he will be right in doing so if it should be estab- 
lished in a higher court that debts are still payable in the old order 
in administration out of court or in the Chancery Division. And 
even if a higher court should take theview, propounded in Re Leng, 
that the bankruptcy rule placing debts on an equal footiog now 
prevails in administration, yet as an executor is entitled to 
prefer one creditor to another of equal degree, he will not be 
prejudiced by voluntarily paying debts according to the above- 
mentioned priorities. And that any other course is dangerous 
appears from the case of He Hankey (1899, 1 Ch. 541), in which 
it was held that, notwithstanding the provisions of Hinde 
Palmer’s Act, an executor is not entitled to prefer a simple to 
a — oes eT EN It is conceivable that this doctrine 
mi © applied if the view put forward in Re Leng were 
definitely odugted. : , 

It appears, however, that it is open to any creditor to contend 
before the Court of Appeal that the bankruptcy rule placing 
debts on an equal footing ought, by virtue of the 10th section of 
the Judicature Act of 1875, to prevail in administration in the 


Chancery Division. And if this contention should be entertained, 
three main questions will be open. First, whether Orown debts 
should be reduced to an equality with others. It does not 
appear that the Crown is bound by the 10th section of the 
Judicature Act, 1875. But as that enactment provides for the 
prevalence in administration of certain rules such as may be in 


Crown’s priority in bankruptcy has been expressly taken away 
by the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, it might be contended that the 
joint effect of these enactments is to deprive the Crown of its 

riority in administration and in the winding up of companies, 
Reontie, whether judgments, either against the deceased or 
against the executor or administrator, shall retain their priority 
over other debts. And thirdly, whether voluntary bonds and 
covenants ought not to be discharged rateably with debts 
incurred for value, this being the rule applicable in bankruptcy : 
Ex parte Pottinger, Re Stewart (8 Ch. D. 621). 

It will be observed that there are three principal cases of the 
administration of insolvent estates in satisfaction of liabilities— 
namely, administration of a deceased person’s insolvent estate, 
bankruptcy, and the winding up of companies; and in each of 
these cases debts are payable in a different order. In adminis- 
tration the order is as given above. In bankruptcy, subject to 
the paramount claim given by statute to a friendly society upon 
its officer, the preferential debts (rates, taxes, and wages) are 
to be first satisfied; after which all debts rank equally for 
payment, including Orown debts and voluntary bonds or 
covenants: although the same claims are postponed as are 
mentioned above in the order of administration Nos. 8 and 9. 
In the winding up of companies the Crown appears to retain 
its prerogative of preferential payment; subject to which the 
debts payable preferentially in bankruptcy are to be first 
satisfied, and then all other debts are payable pari passu. 

The amending legislation upon this subject has been perfectly 
characteristic of the manner in which the law is in this country 
reformed by statute. Ocertain particular rules found to cause 
injustice or hardship have been removed piecemeal; but no 
attempt has been made to place the general law on a reasonable 
and consistent footing. ‘The old law in force before Hinde 
‘Palmer’s Act was sufficiently fantastic; when the rights of 
creditors varied with the accident of the debtor’s death, with the 
proportion which his real estate bore to his personalty, with the 
circumstance of his having charged his real estate by will with 
the payment of his debts, or with the event of his bankruptcy. 
But the climax of absurdity is surely reached when the 
order of payment of debts is varied according as a deceased 
debtor’s insolvent estate is administered by the High Court 
under its equitable or under its bankruptcy jurisdiction. The 
most reasonable and convenient rule would certainly be that 
debts shall be payable in the same order in every case of 
insolvency; and an enactment directly introducing this rule 
would be a most beneficial reform. But past experience of 
reformatory legislation on this and other subjects does not 
encourage the hope that any statute will be passed which shall 
not only remove a practical disadvantage but also simplify 
the law. T. Cyprian WILLIAMS. 
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REGISTRATION OF LEASEHOLD LAND. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,— Referring to my letter published in your issue of the 10th inst., 
and to the note on the subject touched upon*which you were 
enough to insert under the heading of ‘‘ Current rep WE gee I 
may be allowed to explain that in raising the two points dealt with in 
my letter I had two separate cases which have recently come under 
my notice in mind, and so much does one’s mind run in grooves that 
I really hardly realized the close relation the one to the other of the 
two questions touched on. 

I may, therefore, say at once that I had no idea of proposing to 
deal on the register with the mortgage sub-term in preference to the 
original term, where the latter can be dealt with; neither do the 
Land Registry officials seem to regard the derivative term on registra- 
tion as ‘“‘an independent derivative term.”’ They rather seem to 
regard the mortgagee’s legal interest in the sub-term and his equitable 
interest in the outstanding days as entitling him, or those claiming 
under him, to be registered as proprietor of the original term. This 
gives rise on a transfer to a very curious state of things. The 
cficials insist upon the statutory transfer being drawn in the 
statutory form, which passes to the purchaser the whole term, 
without any exception of the outstanding days, and in a case recently 
under my consideration they refused to register if the vendor’s 
solicitor insisted on the retention of the words objected to. 
Fortunately the vendor’s solicitor gave way, but the purchaser would 
clearly bave stood in an awkward position if the vendor’s solicitor 
had persisted in what cannot be described as an unreasonable attitude. 

[We are obliged to our correspondent for his explanation. The 
practice of the d Registry Office, as he states it, gets over the 
difficulty we felt with regard to getting in the original term, though 
the sacrifice of technical accuracy to practical convenience, however 
laudable in itself, is likely to lead to trouble.—Eb. S. J.] 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 


THE OWNERS OF THE STEAMSHIP ‘‘ MEDIANA”’ v. OWNERS, &c., 
OF THE LIGHTSHIP “COMET.”’ ‘‘THE MEDIANA.”’ 13th Feb. 


Suip—Co.Listion—Damaces—ComPRNSATION FOR DEeTENTION—NOMINAL AND 
Reat Damaces—SvsstitvTep Service Wirnovt Loss. 


Appeal from order of Court of Appeal (A. L. Smith and Collins, L.JJ.) 
(1899, P. 127, 47 W. R. Dig. 184). The steamship Mediana, belonging to 
the appellants, came into collision with and The Comet, a lightship 
owned by the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board, whose statutory duty it 
was to light the approaches to the river. The short question before the 
House was whether the owners of Zhe Comet could claim compensation for 
the loss of the use of that ship during the period of repairing, although 
another lightship of the harbour — | The Orion, kept for the purpore, 
was forthwith substituted for the injured vessel, and this substituted 
service occasioned no extra expense to the harbour board. The Court of 
Appeal considered the case as already settled by Zhe Greta Holme (1897, 
A. 0. 596). The House dismissed the appeal. 

The Earl of Hatsnuny, L.C., in the course of his judgment, said that 
the case was governed by the principles laid down in The Greta Holme. 
Lord Herschell in that case said that when by a man’s wrongful act some- 
thing belonging to another is injured or taken away, a claim for damages 
may be sustained and in such a case these are not merely nominal 

es. Damages were not necessarily nominal because they were smal] 
in amount. The term was a technical one which negatived any real 
damage, and imputed only that a legal right had been nged in respect 
of which a man was entitled to the verdict and judgment. The term was 
by no means synonymous with small damages. The whole region of 
inquiry into damages was one of extreme difficulty ; and no fixed principle 
could be laid down to a jury as to the amount of compensation which 
ought to be given. How, for example, could anyone measure the amount 
of pain and suffering caused by an accident in terms of moneys current? 
By a manly mind pain and suffering once endured were soon forgotten. 
In the case before their lordships the broad proposition was that the 
respondents were deprived of their vessel. He y did not use the 
words ‘‘ the use of their vessel,’’ for the wrongdoer had no right to inquire 
what or whether any use would have been made of the vessel of which 
the respondents were deprived. Suppose, for example, a man’s house were 
entered and one of his chairs carried away and detained for a twelvemonthb. 
Could anyone say that the owner was entitled to no reparation on the ground 
that he had other chairs or was never in the habit of sitting on the 
particular one which was abstracted? The jury's task in cases of that 
character was often a difficult one, and an arbitrator or jury was often 
driven to take an artifical hypothesis; such as, in the case he had assumed, 
what it would cost to hire such a chair. The broad principle applicable to 


écoeep was alleged, the 

recisely the nature and extent of the injury sustained ; and the person 
iable must have an opportunity of inquiring into the details before the 
case came into court. In cases, however, of general damage no such 
principle was applicable; and the jury have only to give a proper 
equivalent for the unlawful withdrawal (in a case like the present) of the 
particular subject-matter. Tnat broad principle comprehended this and 
many other cases, and the 
nominal , thoug 

keeping back what belonged to another was a 
pa | . And after considering the case of The City of Peking 
(15 App. Cas. 438) his lordship moved that the aj be dismissed. 

Lords MacnacutTgn, Morris, SHAND, JAMES OF EFORD, and BramMprTon 
concurring, the decision of the Court of Appeal was affirmed.—CovunsgL, 
Joseph Walton, Q.0., and T. G. Horridge; Carver, Q.0., B. G. Aspinall, 
Q.C., and Maurice Hill. Soxicrrons, Cooper § Co., for Hill, Dickinson, § 
Hill; Rowcliffes, Rawle, § Co., for A. T. Squarey. 

[Reported by C. H. Gzarron, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Court of Appeal. 


MILBANK v. MILBANK. No.2. 14th Feb. 


Practice—Arripavir oF Documents—Documents or Tirte—Parivitece— 
PaRTICULARS—PRODUCTION. 


This was an appeal from an order of Kekewich, J. The plaintiff 
alleged that her deceased husband was, subject to incumbrances, tenant 
in tail of an estate of which the defendant was now in possession, with 
remainder to the defendant for life, with remainder to his first and other 
sons in tail, with remainder over; that her husband had created a base 
fee, which he had afterwards enlarged into a fee simple, and by his will 
had devised the estate to her. The defendant denied that the base fee had 
been enlarged. He also pleaded that the mortgagees of the estate had, in 
exercise of their statutory power of sale, sold the estate to him for valuable 
consideration, and he relied on his title as a bond fide purcharer. He also 
pleaded that he had re-mortgaged the estate to the same mortgagees, and 
that the action could not be maintained in their absence. The defendant 
made an affidavit of documents in which he claimed privilege from pro- 
duction for documents numbered 1 to 21 in a bundle marked A, on the 

und that they related solely to his own title. This bundle included the 
ocuments relating to the alieged sale to him by the mortgagees and the 
re-mortgage. The plaintiff applied for an order for a further and better 
affidavit of documents, and also for an order that the defendant 
should deliver particulars of the alleged sale and conveyance, stating when 
the same was executed, and what was the valuable consideration for the 
same, and of the alleged re-mortgage, stating when the same was executed, 
and for how much, and for inspection of the documents. Kekewich, J., 
held, on the authority of Taylor v. Batten (27 W. R. 106, 4 Q. B. D. 85), 
that privilege had been properly claimed, and that no further affidavit of 
documents could be required. He also held that as the plaintiff was not 
entitled to discovery that way she could not obtain further information 
about the documents by way of particulars.. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Oovrr (Linpiex, M.R., Ricsy and Vavenan Wiis, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal as to particulars, but refused production of the 
documents. 

Linpixy, M.R.—This application is for two things—to obtain particulars 
of these documents and = to view them, and it is to distin- 
guish between them. I will first deal with the particulars The pleintiff 
is Claiming an estate, and the defendant says that she is not entitled to ic, 
but that he is by reason of a purchase from the mortgagees. The plaiutiff 
says that she wants iculars of that transaction. Now I cannot con- 
ceive that a defendant ought to be allowed to set up such a defence with- 
out particulars. I cannot see how a defendant cannot be called on to give 
ulars of a transaction which is pleaded in such a way. As regards 
inspection there is a greater difficulty. As the authorities stand I am not 
prepared to say that the defendant cannot claim privilege for a lot of 
deeds described as a bundle of documents. The tice of putting docu- 
ments into a bundle was introduced to relieve ts from the burden 
of having to describe every particular document. I think, however, that 
the court bas slipped into a somewhat lax practice as regards that, and 
that there is some of persons obtaining protection to which they 
are not entitled by reason of that practice. But as the authorities stand, 
looking at Zaylor v. Batten, Morris v. Edwards (15 A. C. 309), and Budden v. 
Wiikinson (41 W. R. 657; 1893, 2 Q. B. 432), Iam not prepared to say that 
these documents are not privileged. I rather think they are. The appeal 
therefore must be dismissed so far as regards this point. 

Ricsy and Vaveuan Wiis, L JJ., concurred.—Counsgi, Warrington, 
Q.C., Marcy, and Buckmaster; Warmington, Q.C., and J. Henderson. 
Soxrcrrors, G. M. Saunders ; Burch, Whitehead, ¢ Davidsons. 

[Reported by J, IL. Stinuive, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


STEWART v. RHODES. No.2. 15th Feb. 


Practice —Cxarcine Orpen Nist unper R.S.C. XLII. 23— Dzaru or 
Jupement Destor—Lianiuiry or Estar. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported 48 W. R. 

233), and raised the question whether a charging order nisi made under 

ord. 42, r. 23, against a deceased judgment debtor was valid as against 





the appeal before the House was quite independent of the particulur use 
which the respondents might have made of Zhe Comet, 1t was wholly 
different from a case of special damage where it was necessary to accertain | 


his executor. The facts were as follow: The action was commenced in 
the Queen’s Bench Division for a sum of £959 lls. 9d. due in respect of 
500 shares standing in the name of the defendant Rhodes n the 30th of 
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January, 1899, the plaintiffs obtained leave to sign judgment under order 14 
and costs were taxed and allowed. On the 27th of thé defendant 
died. On the 9th of Jtine his will was proved by his executor, one 
Wilford. On the 16th of June ati action was begun in Chancery by 4 
secured creditor to enforce his security and to get general administtation ; 
on the eame day an order was made in Lunacy (the defendant Rhodes 
having been a of unsound mind not so found by inquisition) that 
enough of a fund in court of £743 8s. 7d. New Consols standing to the 
credit of the defendant in connection with certain lunacy proceedings 
against him in hig lifetime should be realized to the costs 
when taxed, the residue to be transferred to Wilford. the 17th 
June the plaintiffs obtained a charging order nisi in chambers to the effect 
that they should be at liberty to issue execution Wilford, the 
executor of the defendant judgment debtor, under . 42, r. 23, and that 
unless sufficient cause were shewn to contrary on the 28th of June the 
defendant’s interest in the said sum of New Consols should, and in the 
meantime did, stand with the payment of the sum due on the 
judgment. On the 22nd of June jud t for administration was pro- 
nounced in the Chan action. On the 26th of June the present action 
was transferred from the Queen’s Bench Division to Stirling, J. The 
preliminary objection was taken that under the statutes there was no 
power after the death of a judgment debtor to make an order chargin, 
the interests of the j ent debtor with the debt. Stirling, J., allow 
the objection. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Covert (Liveisy, M.R., Ricsy and Vavenan Wiis, L,JJ.) 
dismiesed the a % 

Linpiey, M.R.—This case has been discussed at length, but now that 
it has been threshed out it presents no real difficulty. Though these 
charging orders have been in tion for many years nobody has ever 
obtained or even discussed the possibility of obtaining a charging order 
against an executor for a debt due from a deceased judgment debtor. I 
do not say it could not be done. But the proceeding is a statutory one, 
and we are thrown on the statutes for the nn for obtaining an 
order and for the effect of it when obtained. Section 14 makes it a con- 
dition of an application of this kind that the court should have before it 
the person against whom judgment has been entered, and that is the 
judgment debtor. The judgment debtor therefore must be in a position 
to shew cause why the order should not be made absolute; in other words, 
he must be alive. Finney v. Hinde (27 W. R. 413, 4 Q. B. D. 102) shews 
that a charging order against a dead man is of no avail. It follows that a 
person who has got judgment against the deceased, if he wants a charging 
order against the executor, must get j ent against the executor, an 
then the executor would be a ju debtor and the Acts would be 
applicable. Of course there are culties about that, and the real 
objection to this order is that it has been obtained without making the 
executor a judgment debtor. But the plaintiffs say that by obt 
ae o eee Santas the rap mg yb what is 
equivalen er the m weg ty i aj t against 
him. No doubt under ord. 42, r. 23, leave can be “Obtained to issue 
execution against an executor without obtaining a j ent against 
him. There are two views of the effect of such an order. e first, which 
is that of the plaintiffs, is that it is equivalent to a judgment. The other 
view is that it dispenses with the n of a judgment. In my opinion 
the latter view is the true one. The order does not mean that you are to 
be treated as having obtained a judgment, but that you need not obtain a 
judgment because you can issue execution without one. Now consider 
the difference. Leave to issue execution has not the effect of a judgment. 
It is truetyou need not obtain a judgment, and in most caess that is 
unnecessary, but if that is the true view this charging order is altogether 
feapod thea re ares not set lied with the — tial condition, 

sect: , of O — u ent sgainst the executor. It is 
said that as they have obtained judgment against the testator they cannot 
now obtain ju ent for the same debt against his executor. If so, it 
follows that they cannot obtain judgment at all. Their proper remedy, 


then, will bein the administration action. ‘This is probably the reason | mg 
0 


why no one has ever attempted to obtain a an 
executor in euch a case as this. The only case w throws any doubt is 
Haly v. Bary (16 W. R. 654, 3 Ch. App. 452). Whether what the creditor 
had done there was under the old ure before the Judicature Act 
equivalent to obtaining a judgment, I do not mean to consider. But the 
decision of the court was only that me | would not interfere by injunction 
to Deter an order nisi from being absolute. In this case the order 
is altogether . Itisan t which has failed and I hope will 
not be repeated. a) must be dismissed with costs. 

Ricsy and Vateuax Wiiiiams, L.JJ«, delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—Counszt, Jenkins, Q.0., and ; Harman ; Upjohn, Q.C., and 
Z. 8. Ford. Soxicrrons, Markby, Stewart, ¢ Co. ; May, Sykes, $ Co. 

[Beported by J. I. Sritiixc, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE TRENCH TUBELESS TYRE CO. (LIM.). BETHELL v. TRENCH 
TUBELESS TYRE CO. (LIM,). No. 2. 16th Feb, 


ComPasy—Votvuntanxy Worpixe wpe—Aprporntment oy Laevipator— 
Vativity. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (48 W. RB. 200), 
given on a motion in an ordinaty debenture-holder’s action, asking, on 
behalf of the defendant company, that the receiver already appointed in 
the action by Kekewich, J., on the 1st of December, 1899, might be 
ordered to hand over to Mr. Marreco, the liquidator of the company, 
oe Seren ee capes vaseiag 00 Gace y, and not comprised 
in the debenture-holder’s security. I ——— the affidavit of the 
receiver, read on the hearing of the before Kekewich, J., on the 


15th of December, 1899, that he was ectl to hand over the 
books as the court aight Gieect, bu: thes in the spenntiios be was infos 


mean he informed 


by his solicitors that they had grave doubts as to whether Mr. Marreco 
had been ly appointed liquidator of the company. It a 
defendan hed Gly’ passed. the following resolutions (1) That 
lendant company é follo resolutions: (1) That 
the company be wound up voluntarily ; (2) that Mr. Walker be appointed 
liquidator. On the 6th of November notices were sent out to the share- 
holders convening an general meeting for the 16th of 
November for the purpose confirming the above two resolutions. On 
the 16th of November the first of the above two resolutions 
was confirmed; but the appointment of Mr. Walker was not confirmed, 
and Mr. Marreco was forthwith appointed in his stead. On these facts 
Kekewich, J., decided that Mr. had not been duly appointed 
liquidator, and declined to make the order asked for. From this decision 
the defendant company now appealed ; and it was argued on their behalf 
that the resolution to appoint Mr. Walker liquidator, after its rejection at 
at the confirmatory m: , ought to be treated as though it had never 
been made, and no notice had ever been given of it: Re Indian Zoedone Co. 
(32 W. R. 481, 26 Ch. D. 70). That being so, the company was at liberty, 
after the confirmation of the resolution voluntarily to wind up, to 
appoint a liquidator forthwith, without giving previous notice at all: 
v. Turquand (15 W.R. 1201, L. R. 2 ie & Ir. App. 325, at p. 355), 
Re Welsh Flannel and Tweed Co. (23 W. R. 558, 20 Eq. 360). They 
had taken advantage of this liberty and appointed Mr. Marreco. Even 
assuming, however, for the p' ses of argument, that the appointment of 
Mr. Marreco was invalid, yet the receiver had still no right to refuse to 
give up these documents to one who was, at any rate, the company’s 
nominee to receive them. 

Tue Covrt (Lixpizy, M.R., Ricny and VavcHan Wuiiuums, L.JJ.), 
allowed the a 

Linpiey, M.R.—For a time I thought that the notice convening the 
meeting for the 16th of November was calculated to mislead. But 
when I look more closely into the law applicable, and especially when 
I bear in mind that it is now well settled that it is competent for a 
company, as soon as a winding-up resolution is passed, to proceed 
forthwith without notice to the appointment of a liquidator, the case 
assumes a different as . In this case I do not myself believe that those 
who supported Mr. Walker were in fact misled. If anyone thought that 
the only thing that could be done at the meeting was to confirm or reject 
Mr. Walker’s appointment, then I think they made a mistake in point of 
law. It appears to me that there are two answers: (1) That this second 
resolution was not an amendment of the former one, which was duly put 
to the meeting and rejected; (2) that if the court gave effect to the 
objection, it would mean enabling directors to off their nominee 
upon the company unless the meeting should be postponed and fresh 
notice given. I think that the appointment of Mr. Marreco is good ; but 
even if it were not, I should incline to believe that he was still entitled to 
these documents as the nominee of the company. I prefer, however, to 
base my decision upon the other ground. 

Ricsy anp Vaveuan Wuu1ss, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounset, Ward 
Coldridge ; Warrington, Q.C., and Martelli. Soxtcrrors, Phillips § Boyle; 
Francis § Johnson. 

[Reported by J. E. Moznis, Barrister-at-Law. | 


KIMBER AND OTHERS v. ADMAMS. No. 2. 16th Feb. 
Covenant—RestrictivE CovENANT—Mazanine or ** House ’’—F ars. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Cozens-Hardy, J., to the effect 
that the term ‘‘ house ”’ in a restrictive covenant must not be construed so 
as to mean each separate flat ina block of flats. By an indenture dated the 
24th of December, 1885, a certain piece of land in Turney-road, Dulwich, was 
conveyed by the London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway Oo. to J. O. 
Lovell and W. M. Yetts in consideration of the sum of £800, and the said 
J. O. Lovell and W. M. Yetts thereby covenanted with the said railway com- 
that no houses should be erected on any part of the said piece of land of 
lese value than £500, and that not more than ten houses should be erected 
on the said va of land. By four several indentures dated respectively 
the 20th of October, 1887, the 24th of July, 1888, the 2nd of September, 
1889, and the 10th of September, 1892, certain portions of the said piece 
of land (amounting to about one half thereof) were conveyed to the 

ive plaintiffs; and by an indenture dated the 16th of 
November, 1899, the portions of the said piece of land 
were conveyed to the d t. the above last mentioned 
indentures of conveyance were exp made subject to the above 
restrictive covenant contained in the indenture of the 24th of 
December, 1885. The defendant having proposed to erect on his portion 
of the said land, and having already begun to erect thereon, four blocks of 
flats, each of which was planned to contain four flate—making sixteen 
flate in all—the plaintiffs moved before Oozens-Hardy, J., on the 26th of 
January, 1900, for an interlocutory injunction ane the detendant 
from proceeding with his proposed building. The judge decided, 
however, that a flat was not a house within the meaning of the above 
covenant, declined to make the order asked for. From this decision 
the plaintiffs now cogent. and it was ar on their behalf, on the 
authority of Regers v. Hosegood (48 W. R. ), At -Grneral v. Mutual 
Tontine W'estminsuer Chambers Association (Limited) (24 W. BR. 996, 1 Ex. D. 
469), that a flat was substautially a separate house ; that it was a separate 
house for the purpores of b and housebreaking (Zvans § Fynche's 
case, Oro. Car. 473; Lee v. i, Cowp. 1); and that it would have 
been a te house under the old franchise law of 1832 (2 & 3 Will. 4, 
c. 45). ference was also made to Chapman v. Royal Bank of Scotland (30 
W. R. 81, 7Q. B. D. 186, per Huddleston, B., at p. 140), and Yorkshire 





Fire Insurance Co. +. Clayton (80 W. RB. 174, 8 Q. B. v 421). The defendant 
agreed for the purposes of the motion to treat the covenant contained in 
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the said indenture of the 24th of December, 1885, as binding upon himself 
ay a oe and the plaintiffs. 

Tue Court pLEY, M.R., Ricsy and Vavenan Wruttams, L.JJ. 
dismissed the appeal. ; , 

Live, M.R.—In > A opinion the decision of the learned judge below 
is quite right. What does the word ‘house’? mean in this covenant? 
Does it refer to the way in which the building is to be sub-divided and 
let? I think not, I know, of course, that there are senses in which a 
— of a house may be regarded as a separate house—for the purposes, 

r instance, of rating and the franchise. But when you come to use 
“house”’ in documents of this description, that interpretation no longer 


— 
any, L.J.—I agree. 

Vavenan Wiis, L.J.—I agree. I assent, however, to the plaintiff's 

ent so far as this, as to admit that in construing this restrictive 

covenant we must have regard to its object. And if I found myself in 
this position—that I could see no object in the covenant so long as the 
term “‘ house ’’ were limited to the mere brick-and-mortar erection in its 
entirety, I should put on it a meaning that would cover its user. But 
this is not the case here.—Covnsr1, Cozens-Hardy ; Buckmaster. So.tcrrors, 
Todd, Dennes, § Lamb ; Cree & Sons. 


[Reported by J. E. Mornis, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


ALLEN v. GOLD REEFS OF WEST AFRICA (LIM.). No.2. 18th, 19th, 
20th Jan. and 19th Feb. 
Company—Deceaszep Memper—Nortices—Cartis—SprciaL ResotuTions— 

a Parp-up SHargs—VeENpDoR’s SHaRES—OomMPANY’s 

EN. 

This was an a) from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 47 W. R. 
568 ; 1899, 2 Ch. 40). The facts were as follows: The plaintiffs were 
executors of Emilio Zuccani, who, at the time of his death, in February, 
1897, held 27,885 fully paid-up shares and also 36,435 partly paid-up 


‘shares in the defendant company. Previous to Zuccani’s death the 


company had from time to time made calls on him in respect of the partly 
paid-up shares. On the 4th of June, 1897, after the company had had 
notice of Zuccani’s death, they issued a notice demanding £6,072 10s. in 
respect of calls on the partly paid-up shares and £804 6s. 11d. interest on 
the same, and stated that unless the amount due was paid on or before 
the 21st of June the shares in respect of which the same was demanded 
would be liable to be forfeited. Copies of this notice were sent by 
registered letter to Zuccani’s address, to his executors collectively and to 
each of them separately. The executors had not been registered as 
holders of the shares. ‘Ihe articles of the company defined ‘‘member”’ 
as “‘a registered holder of any stock or share of the company,’’ and pro- 
vided that the company might serve notices ‘‘upon any member either 
personally, or by sending the notice prepaid by post, addressed to such 
member at his registered address as appearing in the register of the 
company.’’ It was, however, provided that notices of meetings need not 
be sent to executors who had not themselves become members. Article 
29 provided that the company should have “‘a first and paramount 
lien for all debts, obligations, and liabilities of any member to or towards 
the company, upon all shares (not being fully paid up) held by such 
member.’ Zuccani was the only holder of fully paid-up shares of the 
company. By a special resolution passed and confirmed after Zuccani’s 
death article 29 was altered so as to omit the words ‘‘not being fully paid 
up.”” Notice of the meetings for passing and confirming this resolution 
was sent to Zuccani’s registered address. The company claimed under 
article 29 as altered to have a lien on Zuccani’s fully paid-up shares in 
respect of what was owing on the partly paid-up shares. The executors 
asked for a declaration that the notice of forfeiture was bad as claiming 
too much interest, and also for a declaration that the company were not 
entitled to any lien on the fully me shares. Kekewich, J., held that 
the notice of forfeiture was bad as claiming too much interest and as 
wrongly addressed ; he also held that the company were not entitled toa 
lien on the fully paid-up shares on the ground that the notices of the 
meetings for altering urticle 29 were wrongly addressed ; and he doubted 
whether a company had tape to alter its articles so as to effect retro- 
spectively the existing rights of the owner of a particular group of paid- 
up shares without his consent. The company appealed. 

Tae Covrr (Lixpiey, M.R,, Vavenan Witiiams and Rowgr, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal on the question of forfeiture, but held (VavcHaN 
Wiutams, L J., dissentiente) that the company was entitled to a lien on 
us fully ag Sen. 

INDLEY, M.R.—Notice of the meetings for altering article 29 was sent 
to Zuccani at his registered place of olden, and this notice came to the 
knowledge of his executors, The directors knew that Zuccani was dead, 
but I cannot hold that the resolution was invalid by reason of any defect 
in the notice. Notices of meetings have only to be given to members, and 
the executors were not members. If no notice at all had been sent to 
Zuccani’s registered address or to the executors, the omission would not, 
in my opinion, have affected the propriety of holding the meetings or the 
validity of the resolutions parsed at them. To hold that meetings of com- 
panies could not be properly held unless the notices convening them were 
given to the unregistered legal personal representatives of all deceased 
members would be to paralyze the transaction of business, and would be 
contrary to the oa principles applicable to corporate bodied, and, 
indeed, to other associations as well. ‘The regularity of the poceessnap to 
alter the articles doss not, however, dispose of all the matters in controversy. 
This case raises the following important questions: (1) Whether a limited 
company, —— with articles conferring no lien on its fully paid-up 
shares, can by resolution alter those articles by imposing a lien 
on those shares? (2) Whether, if it can, the lien so imposed can be 








made to apply to debts owing by fully paid-up shareholders to the 


company at the time of the al of those articles? (3) Whether, if 
it can, fully paid-up shares allotted to vendors of property to the company 
are in a different position from other fully -up shares issued by the 
company? (4) Whether, assuming the al arti to be valid and to 
be binding on the general body of holders of fully paid-up shares in the 
company, there are any special circumstances in this particular case to 
exclude the fully paid-up shares held by Zuccani from the ve of the 
altered articles? The articles of a company prescribe the 
binding on its members, and have the effect of a contract (Companies Act, 
1862, ss. 14, 16). The company noe gear to alter its regulations from 
time to time by special resolutions (sections 50 and 51) ; and any regulation 
pues to deprive the company of this power is invalid: Walker v. 
ndon Tramways Co. (28 W. BR. 163, 12 Oh. D. 705). This power to alter 
the regulations contained in the is limited by the provisions con- 
tained in the statute and the provisions contained in the company’s memo- 
randum of association. Wide, however, as the language of section 50 is, the 
Ce cee reise of low ead oxatiy Union ero applicabio toll powers 
ose princi Ww equity which are app’ e powers 
conferred on majorities and enabling them to bind ieseiies. It must be 
exercised, not only in the manner required by law, but also bond fide for 
the benefit of the company as a whole, and it must not be exceeded. 
These conditions are always implied, and are seldom, if ever, expressed. 
But if they are complied with I can discover no ey for judicially 
putting any other restrictions on the power by the rection than 
those contained in it. How shares be transferred, and whether the 
company shall have any lien on them, are clearly matters of 
properly rescribed by a company’s articles of association. This is shewn 
y table A in the schedule to the Companies Act, 1862 (clauses 8, 9, 10). 
Speaking, therefore, , the section clearly authorizes a limited 
company, formed with articles which confer no lien on fully paid-up 
shares, to alter those articles by special resolution, and to impose a lien 
aud restrictions on the registry of transfers of those shares by members 
indebted to the company. But then comes the question whether this can 
be done so as to impose a lien or restriction in res of a debt contracted 
before and existing at the time when the are altered. Again, 
ing generally, I am of opinion that the articles can be so altered, 
that, if they are altered bond fide for the benefit of the com , they will be 
valid and binding as altered on the existing holders of paid-up shares, 
whether those holders are indebted or not indebted to the company when 
the alteration is made. But it does not follow that the altered article may 
not be inapplicable to some particular fully paid-up shareholder. He may 
have ial rights against the company, which do not invalidate the 
resolution to alter the articles, but which may exempt him from the 
operation of the articles as altered. The conclusion thus arrived at is 
based on the lang of section 50, which, as I have said already, the 
court, in my opinion, is not at liberty to restrict. This conclusion, more- 
over, is in conformity with such authorities as there are on the subject: 
Andrews v. The Gas Meter Co. (45 W. BR. 321; 1897, 1 Ch. 361), Pepe v. The 
City and Suburban Building Society (41 W. R. 548; 1893, 2 Ch. 311), Botten 
v. The City, $c., Building Society (1895, 2 Ch. 441). It was urged that a 
company’s articles could not be altered re y, and reliance was 
placed on Rigby, L.J.’s, observations in James v. The Buena Ventura, §c., 
Syndicate (44 W. R. 372; 1896, 1 Ch. 466). The word “ ge oy ees 
however, somewhat ambiguous, and the concurrence of Rigby, L.J.,ia 
Andrews v. The Gas Meter Co. shews that his observations in James v. The 
Buena Ventura, $c., Syndicate are no authority for saying that existing rights, 
founded and dependenton alterable articles, cannot be ted by their altera- 
tion. I take it to be clear that an application for an allotment of shares on the 
terms of the company’s articles does not exclude the power to alter them, 
nor the application of them when altered to the shares so applied for and 
allotted. ‘To exclude that power or the application of an al article to 
particular shares, some clear and distinct ——— for that exclusion 
must be shewn, or some circumstances must be proved conferring a legal 
or equitable right on the shareholder to be treated by the company 
differently from the other shareholders. This brings me to the last question 
which has to be considered —viz., whether there is in this case any contract 
or other circumstance which excludes the application of the altered article 
to Zuccani’s fully paid-up vendors’ shares. let us consider the 
shares. I am unable to discover [SS ee between one 
fully paid-up share and another. “eg a —_ is for in ~ or is 
ven in mt for property acquired by company appears to me 
pase seonleteatal for the prosunt purpoce. In either case the shareholder 
pays for his share, and in either case he takes it subject to the articles of 
association and power of altering them, unless this inference is excluded 
by special circumstances. a “ae te pat te 2 cae 
makes no special bargain excep e fully -up 
shares is Ayo different ition from other allottees of fully paid- 
shares. I fail to see that wth power dhe fo r9- apt taper 5 
be specially favoured. Zuccani bargained for -up shares e 
got them. Y The imposition of a lien on them did not render them less fully 
id-up than they were before. They remained what they were. Zuccani 
id not bargain that the regulations to paid-up shares should 
never be altered, or that if altered his shares should be treated differently 
from other fully paid-up shares. I cannot see that the company broke its 
bargain with him in any Pte ite regulations or by enforcing 
the altered regulations as i . After considering the whole 
case, and endeavouring in vain to discover grounds for hi that there 
was some special bargain differentiating Zuccani’s shares from others, I 
have come to the conclusion that the appeal from the decision of the learned 
judge, so far as it related to the lien created by the articles, must be 
allowed. His decision as to the forfeiture having, however, been affirmed, 
each party should be left to pay his own costs. 
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aie Wutruss, L.J., oe He = be — that i. ep | 
purchased a property by the issue o ly paid-up shares co 
after the purchase Bd ann affect the consideration given by passing a 
resolution that the mag paid-up shares which formed it should be subject 

iabilities, and obligations of the vendor to them, 
whether such debts, liabilities, and obligations should have actually 
accrued or not, and thus render the shares unmarketable. He thought 
that, notwithstanding the statutory powers of alteration, the basis of the 
contract of e was that the property should be paid for in market- 
able shares, and that the object of the exception in article 29 was to render 
those shares marketable. As the Onn ml had chosen to pay for the 
property in shares thus made marketable, to allow them to subject the 
vendor’s shares to a lien would be to make the alteration of the articles 
retrospectively affect existing rights. He also thought that the resolution 
was not passed in good faith. 

Romgr, L.J., delivered jadgment agreeing with Lindley, M.R.— 
CounseL, Warrington, Q.C., and Dunham; Renshaw, Q.0., and Kerly. 
Soxicrrors, Mayo ¢ Co. ; Kerly, Son, ¢ Varden. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriziixe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


WELSBACH INCANDESCENT GAS LIGHT CO. v. NEW INCANDESCENT 
(SUNLIGHT PATENT) GAS LIGHTING CO. Buckley, J. 15th Feb. 


Patrent—Vawipiry— Utiiry—Waart Svurricrent To Support Parent. 


This was an action for an injunction, damages, and other relief in respect 
of alleged infringements by the defendants of the plaintiffs’ patent of 1886 
for an improvement in an illuminant appliance for burners. 

Bucxtey, J., in giving judgment, eaid the complaint of the plaintiffs was 
not as to the form of the mantles used, which was originally peer by 
a patent of 1885, which had now expired, but in respect of the materials 
used in the making of the mantles. It was said on behalf of the 
defendants that the plaintiffs had not improved on what was used 
under the 1885 patent, but that there was a falling off. The answers 
were that what was patented was not claimed as an improvement in the 
illuminating powers of the materials used, but that it offered a useful 
choice. It had other advantages—viz., rigidity, flexibility, or durability. 
There was a great advantage in having greater toughness in the mantles 
used. Utility, in patent law, did not, as his lordship understood it, mean 
either abstract utility, or comparative or competitive utility, or commercial 
ay It was described by Mr. Justice Grove in Young v. Rosenthal (1 Rep. 
Pat. Cas. 34) as meaning an invention better than the preceding knowledge 
of the trade as to a particular fabric. His lordship adopted that definition 
if the word “‘ better’’ was understood as meaning better in eome respect 
and not necessarily better in every respect, so that, for instance, an article 
which was good, although not so good as that previously known, but which 
could be produced more cheaply by another process, was better in that it 
was better in point of cost, although not so good in point of quality. So 
here he ved that a mantle constructed according to prescription 
No. 1 in the specification of thorium pure according to the knowledge of 
1886, and which gave only three candles, or of thorium pure in fact, 
which would give only 1°3 candles, although it was worse as an 

luminating appliance than the mantle of 1885, which gave four or 4°5 
candles, was nevertheless better if it possessed in a greater degree 
the qualities of rigidity, durability, or stability. He might 
illustrate this by saying that in point of fact subsequent knowledge 
had shown that it was useful because the step which was taken in 1886 had 
led to the possibility of making subsequently to 1893 a mantle which was 
only durable and stable, but possessed also high illuminating power. 
might take another test of utility—viz., that an invention was 
the purposes of the patent law when the public were thereby 
to do something which they could not do before, or to do in a 
ad’ manner something which they could do before, or to 
it in her way, that an invention was patentable which offered 
@ useful choice. Now the patent of 1886 offered the public 
ee ee with thorium an appliance which up to that 

had been suggested could be made only with other substances, and, 
the thoria mantle gave a higher or lower illuminating light, it 
well have been, and it was now known, that it was useful to give 
the choice of using that rare earth instead of some of the rare 
mentioned in the specification of 1885. A very small amount of 
was 6 i to support a patent, and the suggestion to the public 
other earth as a means to an end gave utility to the patent for 
the patent law. Judgment for the plaintiffs, and an 
as to es, an order for destruction or delivery of the infring- 
and costs of the action as between solicitor and client.— 
Counset, Moulton, Q.C., Terrell, Q.C., Roger Wallace, Q.C., and A. J. 
Walter; Bousfeld, Q.C., and W. Neill. Souictrons, Faithfull & Owen ; 
Michael Abrahams, Sons, § Co. 
[Reported by J. F. Water, Barrister-at-Law. | 


TEBB v. CAVE. Buckley, J. 14th and 15th Feb. 
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LawpLogp any Teswaxt—Demiser or Dweiting-novse—CovenanNtT ror 
Quiet Exsovment—Apiomixne Hovses—Greater Heicut—Insury To 
lemuszpy Hovse—Smoxixe Cumnrys—Mortcaceres not Panties — 
Puacrice—P.ieapixos—Norice oy Contention. 

This was an action by a lessee of a dwelling-house against his lessors for 

t than the 

e plaintiff | 


having built on adjoining land a building of a greater 
Sees Tania aad dee erent Go dias & cate. 


was a physician and surgeon, and the defendant was the owner of a house 
in the Finchley-road, Ham: and also of land immediately adjoining. 
The defendant, by indenture of lease dated the 22nd of June, 1895, let the 
house to the plaintiff for twenty-one years at a rent of £130. The lease 
contained a covenant by the lessor that the plaintiff paying the rent and 
observing the covenants should peaceably hold and enjoy the premises 
without any interruption or disturbance by the defendant, and the plain. 
tiff was not to use the house otherwise than asa private dwelling-house 
and the residence of a physician and surgeon, and his lordship found that 
the defendant knew that the plaintiff would use it for his profession. Soon 
afterwards the defendant built upon the adjoining land a building consist. 
ing of residential flats several feet higher than the plaintiff's house. The 
two houses stood side by side with only a few feet between them. In con- 
sequence the access of air to the plaintiff’s chimneys wss interfered with, 
and the chimneys smoked. Cylindrical metal pipes, tall-boys, were carried 
from the front stack of chimneys to the house of the defendant for support 
which were effective, but the chimneys at the back could not be treated 
in this way. Cowls were put upon them, but did not prove a remedy, and 
these chimneys continued to smoke to such an extent as to render it almost 
impossible to use the rooms with a fire in them when the wind was in 
certain quarters. The —— asked for damages. The defendant con- 
tended that even if his building did cause the smoking it was not such an 
injury as was a breach of the covenant for quiet enjoyment, that only a 
physical injury was actionable. He also objected that there were legal 
mortgagees of the property who ought to have been parties. His lordship, 
however, allowed the trial to proceed. The defendant proposed to call 
evidence to show that he was not owner with full rights at the date of the 
lease to the defendant, although the contention not been raised in his 
defence, on the ground that written notice of its being intended to be 
relied on had been given to the plaintiff's solicitors. His lordship said 


the pleadings were the proper means of giving notice of the defence, and 
refused to allow the contention to be sulaod , or the pleadings to be amended 
in that respect. 


Bucxiey, J.—The defendant's building has caused the chimneys of the 
plaintiff’s house to smoke, and has caused him grievous annoyance in his 
use of it as a dwelling-house, and residence of a physician and surgeon, 
for which purpose the house was let. I do not, however, attach much 
importance to the contention of the plaintiff upon the authority of 
Robinson v. Grave (21 W. R. 223), that the defendant is liable because of 
this special purpose for which the house was let. I think, however, the 
defendant is liable for his disturbance of the use of the house for general 
purposes. If the case of Dennett v. Atherton (20 W. R. 442, L. R. 7 Q. B. 
316, 326) were law, it would be difficult to say the action would lie here. 
But in Sanderson v. Mayor of Berwick (33 W. R. 67, L. R. 13 Q. B. D. 
547), Fry, L.J., delivering the judgment of the Court of Appeal, after 
referring to Dennett v. Atherton, says that ‘‘ where the ordinary and 
lawful enjoyment of the demised land is substantially interfered with 
by the acts of the lessor” the covenant for quiet enjoyment is broken. 
This statement has been quoted with approval by Lindley, M.R., in 
Robinson v. Kilvert (37 W. R. 545, L. R. 41 Ch. D. 88, 96), and the 
doctrine has been applied to a case of access of air in Aldin v. Latimer 
$ Co. (38 Soxtcrrons’ Journat 458, 42 W. R. 553; 1894, 2 Ch. 437, 
444). The defendant says truly that Sanderson v. Mayor of Berwick has 
gone to the extreme limit, and cites the judgment of Lindley, M.R., in 
Manchester, §c., Railway Co. v. Anderson (42 Soxtcrrors’ Jounna, 609; 
1898, 2 Ch. 394, 201). The question is whether the defendant has sub- 
stantially interfered with the enjoyment of the property, although he may 
not bave interfered with the title or possession of the defendant. ‘The 
defendant contends that action only lies when the act complained of has 
been a physical interference with the plaintiff’s property. I think that 
causing the wind to blow the smoke down the chimneys of the plaintiff is 
a physical interference, and that the act complained of is a breach of 
the covenant for quiet enjoyment. Order for inquiry as to damages.— 
CounseL, H. Terrell, QC., Lyttelton Chubb; Astbury, Q.C., Popham. 
Soxtcrtors, Zhorneycroft § Willis ; Newman, Paynter, Gould, § Williams, 


[Reported by Nevitie Texssurt, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
REGINA v. LAW. Bucknill, J. 10th and 14th Feb. 


OximinaL Law—Unsuccessrut Prosecurion—Derenpant’s Costs—Mvnici- 
PAL Exscrions (Corrupt anv ILutecat Practices) Acr, 1884 (47 & 48 
Vict. c. 70), s. 30—Corrurr Practices Prevention Act, 1854 (17 & 18 
Vicr. c. 102), s. 12—Corrvurr anp ItiecaL Practices Prevention Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 51). 


Further consideration of a case tried by Bucknill, J., at the Cardiff 
Assizes. The important and novel question raised was whether the 
defendant, Edmund Law, who was tried at the assizes and acquitted, was 
entitled to recover from the prosecutor his costs sustained by him by 
reason of such indictment. e indictment was preferred | a private 
prosecutor under the Municipal Elections (Corrupt and Illegal Practices) 
Act (47 & 48 Vict. c. 70), for treating at a municipal election, and after 
the caee for the prosecution was closed, the learned judge directed the 
jury to find a verdict of acquittal. Application was then made by counsel 
for the defendant that an order should be made giv him his costs, but 
the learned judge declined to exercise such a discretion if it was open to him 
to do so, but he reserved the question whether the defendant was entitled 
to his costs for further consideration, as there was no opportunity at the 





time to consider the etatutes relating to the subject. The matter was now 
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argued before the learned judge, who took time to consider his judgment. 
The arguments of counsel appear in the following written judgment. 
BuckniLL, J.—My attention has been drawn to those Acts of Parliament 
which govern the question. They are three in number. I will first refer 
to the latest of them. It is the Municipal Elections (Corrupt and — 
Practices) Act, 1884 (47 & 48 Vict. c. 70). By section 30 it is enacted that 
“ Rabjox to me other ene this Act, the procedure for the 
rosecution of a corrupt or i practice or any ill ent, 
A employment, or hiring committed in reference eee. bee | 
election, and the removal of any incapacity incurred by reason of 
a conviction or report relating to any such offence, the duties of 
the Director of Public Prosecutions in relation to any such offence 
(including the grant to a witness of a certificate of indemnity) shall 
be the same as if such offence had been committed in reference to a 
Parliamentary election, and sections 45 and 46 and sections 50 to 57 
(both inclusive) and sections 59 and 60 of the Corrupt and Illegal 
Practices Prevention Act, 1883, shall apply accordingly as if they were 
re-enacted in this Act with the necessary modifications.’”” Now one of 
these sections so applied to that Act is the 53rd, and that section is 
in the following terms: ‘‘ Sections 10, 12, and 13 of the Corrupt Practices 
Prevention Act, 1854, and section 6 of the Corrupt Practices Prevention 
Act, 1863 (which relate to prosecutions for bribery and other offences under 


those Acts), shall extend to any prosecution on indictment for the offence of - 


any corrupt practice within the meaningofthis Act. . . .” Itisthere- 
fore clear that section 12 of the Oorrupt Practices Prevention Act, 1854, 
is to be read into the Act of 1884, and that its provisions extend to any 
private prosecution on indictment for the offence of any corrupt anna 
within the meaning of that, the 1884, Act. The 12th section is as follows: 
‘In case of any indictment or information by a private prosecutor for any 
offence against the provisions of this Act, if judgment shall be given for the 
defendant, he shalt be entitled to recover from the prosecutor the costs 
sustained by the defendant by reason of such indictment or information, 
such costs to be taxed by the proper officer of the court in which such 
judgment shall be given.”” Now, going back to the 30th section of the 
1884 Act, we see by reference to the Acts of 1853 and 1854 that section 12 
of the 1854 Act = to the procedure for prosecutions under the 1884 
Act, and all other proceedings in relation thereto with the necessary 
modifications. It was urged by counsel for the prosecution that section 30 
of the Act of 1884 applies only to the procedure for the prosecution of a 
corrupt or illegal practice, and not to a question of costs, but that cannot 
be so for two reasons, the first of which is that the section provides that 
the incorporated sections of the Act of 1883 apply not only to the procedure 
for the prosecution in such cases, but to all other proc s in relation 
thereto, and the second reason is that section 12 of the Act of 1854 deals 
only with costs, and the right of a defendant who has had judgment given 
in his favour to recover them from the private prosecutor. That section 
deals with nothing else. It is, therefore, clear to me that the defendant in 
this prosecution is entitled to recover from the private prosecutor the costs 
sustained by him by reason of the indictment which was preferred i 
him, such costs to be taxed by the pro er officer of the court in which the 
judgment of acquittal was given. Judgment for the defendant.—CovunsEL, 
8S. T. Evans; B. Francis Williams, QC., Ivor Bowen, and Bowen Davies. 
Souicrrors, 7. J. Hughes, Bridgend; Riddell, Vaizey, § Co., for Viner, Leeder, 
& Morris, Swansea. 
{Reported by E. G. Srittwext, Barrister-at-Law. | 


“ _ VARLEY v». WHIPP. Div. Court, 8h Feb. 


Sate or Goops —Saze py DescrrpTIon—AccerTaNceE—PassinG or Property 
—Sare or Goops Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 71), ss. 13, 17, 35. 


This was an ap by the defendant from the decision of the judge of 
the county court of Huddersfield in an action brought for the price of a 
reaping machine. The plaintiff — to sell to the defendant a self- 
binder reaping machine, which he described as being nearly new, having 
been only used for cutting fifty or sixty acres. The defendant agreed to 
buy the machine for £21, to be put on rail to be sent to Beverley. 
On the arrival of the machine the defendant’s son wrote a letter 
complaining that it did not correspond with the plaintiff’s description 
of it, and intimating that the defendant wld refuse to accept 
it. More than a month later the defendant’s son wrote asking 
the plaintiff what he would like to have done with the machine, 
and it was eventually returned by the defendant after he had had it for 
overa month.. The county court judge found that the defendant’s first 
letter was not a rejection of the machine, that he took an unreasonable 
time to return it, and gave judgment for the plaintiff. For the appellant 
it was contended that this was asale by description under section 13 of the 
Sale of Goods Act, 1893, and therefore there was an implied condition that 
the goods should correspond with the description ; that there had been no 
acceptanee under section 35 of the Act, and that the property had not 
passed within the meaning of section 17. For the respondent it was argued 
that it was a contract for the sale of a specific machine, that the Lage ee 4 
ms eee and that the defendant’s only remedy was an action for b 
of warranty. 

Tue Court (Cuannett and Buckni1t, JJ.) allowed the appeal, holding 
that it wag a eale by description under the 13th ection of the Sale of Goods 
Act, that the defendant had not accepted the machine within the meaning 
of section 35 of the Act, by retaining it for an unreasonable time without 
intimating that he had rejected it, and that the property in the machine 
had not passed to him within the meaning of eection 17 of the Act.— 


Counset, Danckwerts, Q.0., and C. C. Scott. Soxicrrons, Van Sandau § Co., 
for C. H. Marshall, Huddersfield ; Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Ramsden, 
Sykes, § Ramsden, Huddersfield. 


[Reported by P. B Dunyronp, Barrister-at-Law.) 








UPPERTON v. RIDLEY. Div. Court. 16th Feb. 


Pouice — Constante — Penston—‘ Annvat Pay ”—A.Lowances — Poxice 
Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 45), Scuspuzs I. 


Case stated by the London Quarter Sessions on an 4 
decision of the Chief Commissioner of Police for the M 
to reconsider a claim by the appellant for an increase in the amount of his 
pension. The quarter sessions dismissed the appeal. The appellant, after 
serving in the Metropolitan Police for about twenty-six a, retired in 
January, 1899, and thereupon became entitled ule I. of the 
Police Act, 1890, to a pension equal to “‘ two-thirds of his annual Pay. 
His ordinary pay at the date of his retirement was £1 12s. per week. For 
about fourteen years before his retirement he was regularly employed on 
special duty at the Houses of Parliament, and received for such service 
7s. a week in addition to his ordinary pay. This 7s. per week was paid 
partly as a recognition of good conduct and partly because, by being with- 

wn from ordinary duty, the appellant to some extent lost his chance of 
promotion. The sum of 7d. per week was deducted from his ordinary pay 
as his contribution towards — pension fund (in accordance with 
section 15 of the Act), but no ‘uction was made from the 7s. per week. 
The pension awarded to the a) t on ent was 
£55 9s. 4d. per annum, be -two times £1 Is. 4d. (two- 
thirds of his ordinary pay of £1 12s.). The questions for the court 
were whether in po = Ae the amount of the pension the 7s. 
special service pay ought to have been taken into account, and whether the 
“annual pay” was 365 times the daily pay instead of fifty-two times the 
weekly pay. Both points were decided against the appellant by the 
quarter sessions. 

Tue Cover (Cuannett and Bucxym1, JJ.) differed as to the former 
point but allowed the appeal on the latter point. f 

Cuanna1t, J., said the main difference between the Police Act, 1890, 
and the prior Acts was that in the Act of 1890 police-constables were given 
a pension as of right. The Act did not fix the amount of the pension, but 

rovided that the pension should be in accordance with the scale adopted 

y any police force, and such scale was to be within maximum and minimum 
limits mentioned in the schedule. In the metropolitan police force the 
maximum allowed by the Act had been adopted, so that the ion of the 
appellant must be dealt with according to the maximum laid down by the 
Act. Schedule I., where the provisions as to pensions were to be found, 
ended as follows: ‘‘So, however, that the pension shall not exceed two- 
thirds of his annual pay.”” The question was, What was the meaning to be 
given to “annual pay”? Schedule I. was the only part of the Act in which 
the term ye - was used. But the term “‘ pay ” was used in other 
“= the Act. Pay and allowances seemed to be treated separately. 

the case of the metropolitan police force the staff ap to have been 

entitled under the Metropolitan Police Staff (Superannuation) Act, 1875, 
to pensions in ct of allowances as well as in respect of their pay. 
Section 32 (5) of the Act of 1890, which provided for the rate and con- 
ditions of pension of the Chief Commissioner of Metropolitan Police and 
the assistant commissioners shewed that there was a distinction between 
pay and other emoluments. Pay in the sense would cover any 
money remuneration for services, and primd facie the 7s. @ — 
service allowance came within that definition. But in the Act the word pay 
was evidently used in the special meaning in which it had got to be used 
between police-constables and those who employed them. appellant 
was employed on duty at the House of Lords. A considerable number of 

lice-constables were employed about the Houses of Parliament while the 

ouses were sitting, and these men received while they attended on that 
duty a a day out of money provided by Parliament for that purpose. 
The 7s. a week in respect of duty at the Houses of Parliament was entered 
on the weekly sheet not as part of the pay, but as part of the allowances. 
It seemed to his lordship that the 7s. a week was not offered to the con- 
stables who undertook this special duty in the capacity of , but as an 
allowance. The difficulty in this case was this. Six of men were 
employed for the whole year. 
stated that he not merely in fact served on that duty for the whole 
during five years, but that, having 
at the Houses of Parliament, he was selected for permanent ny Bog 
the House of Lords. The result of that was in substance to tell 
that he would get 7s. a week extra all the year round. The difficulty, 
therefore, was to say whether that payment was 
for special services, but also annual Pay. His lordship thought 
that the payment was not pay, but was still a part 
allowances. On the second point, his lordsbip said that “ annual ” 
must mean the sum received for services rendered during the year, in 
that sense the amount of the annual pay would not depend on the number 
of pay days in the year. If that were so, it might be said 
last year of service of a constable was a y 
three pay days the constable’s pension o to be reckoned on -three 
times his weekly pay. What he ought to receive was two-thirds fifty- 
two weeks’ pay with one day’s pay added. 

Buckn111, J., agreed on the second point. With ont to the first 
point, he said that, in his opinion, the 7s. a week which os 
received for five years a duty was a his annual 
pay within the meaning of Schedule I. of the Act of 1890, and was therefore 
pensionable. It was unfortunate that the appellant had signed Fy arc 
which led one to suppose that the a not part of his ordinary 
wages, but the fact that those in authority over him had drawn the pay- 
sheets in a cular manner could not be used as an argument against 
him. If the islature had intended to exclude from these 
payments, it would have done so ex) . Appeal allowed in _ 
Pickersgill; Macmorran, Q.C., and Grain. Soxrcrrons, Mann ¢ 


CounsgL, Pi 
[Reported by T. R. ©, Dixy, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION. 
Orpser or Court. 
Tuesday, the 6th day of February, 1900. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Brita, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Norru (1899—B.—No. 4,356). 
In the Matter of Beaman & Deas (Limited) Mary Louisa Davis (widow) 
v Beaman & Deas (Limited) Hatssvury, O. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


CHESTER AND NORTH WALES INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


The nineteenth annual meeting of this society was held at the Town 
Hall, Chester, on Friday, the 16th of February, 1900. Mr. F. E. Roberts, 
president, in the chair. 

The report of the committee and the treasurer’s accounts for the past 
year were received and adopted. 

The following officers of the society were unanimously elected for the 

ing year: Mr. Jno. H. Cooke, of Winsford, elected president ; Mr. 
F. W. Sharpe, of Chester, vice- president ; Mr. F. B. Mason, of Chester, 
re-elected hon. treasurer; and Mr. R. Farmer, of Chester, re-elected hon. 
secretary. The following gentlemen are the committee for the year: 
Mesers. H. J. Birch, D. Lobie, N. A. Ernest Way, and F. E. Roberts, all 
of Cheeter; F. J. Gamlin, of Rhyl; R. 8. Chamberlain, of Llandudno; 
C. H. Pedley, of Crewe; J. Hopley Pierce, of Wrexham; and Edgar J 
Swayne, of Denbigh. Meesrs. C. P. Douglas and E. S. Giles, both of 
Chester, were elected auditors. 

The annual dinner was held at the Queen Hotel, Chester, after the 
meeting. His Honour Judge Gwynne James (Circuit 7) was present as 
the guest of the president. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members.—Tnhe society now numbers 148 members. 

Adjudication of Deeds through the Post.—At the request of the committee 
the hon. secretary attended with a deputation to the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer in March last. The new r ions issued from Somerset 
House as a result of this interview have, it is believed, been issued to 
every country member of the profession, and while they do not concede 
all the utation asked for, it is hoped that they may be found ueeful 
to country solicitors. 

Tenders for Conveyancing Work.—It having been brought to the notice 
of the committee that the Rhyl Urban District Council had invited 
local solicitors to tender for the preparation of a conveyance of land 
purchased by the council, the committee passed the following resolution : 
**That this committee having read the report in the Rhy/ Advertiser of 13th 
May, 1899, of the proceedings of the Khyl Urban District Council at their 
meeting on Monday, the 8th day of May, 1899, with reference to the site 
acquired by the council for artizans’ dwellings, consider it their duty to 
place on record their opinion that it would be most inconsistent with the 
status of the legal —— for any member of it to tender for professional 
work; and their hope that in the event of any public body within the 
society’s district acting as the Rbyl Council appears to have done, no 
member of gee will be found so unmindful of his position 
and responsi| 8 as to make any response to such an invitation.” A 
copy of this resolution was forwarded to the clerk of the Rhyl Council. 

Contracts for Sale of Land.—The attention of the committee having 
been called by a member to recent instances in his ience where a 
clause had been inserted, providing that the vendor’s solicitor should act 
for both the parties, they passed the following resolution: ‘That a 
1 of Mr. letter does not make it clear whether the case 

refers to was one of public auction or private contract. The com- 
mittee feel that such a condition as Mr. mentions, if inserted 
in public sale conditions, is open to vary grave objection, and is not in 
accordance with the usual etiquette of the profeesion. If, however, the 
condition formed part a private contract the committee do not see their 
way to interfere, as the several parties, all acting independently, 
were m a potition to make tteir own conditions.’”’ In connection 
with this subject it may be noticed the question having been 
t before the Council of the Incorporated Law Society 

United Kingdom, that Council expressed the opinion— 
“That such custom is contrary to the general usage and practice 
of the profession, objectionable in principle, and dangerous to pur- 

by rendering them liable to be affected with constructive 
notice of incumbrances or defects of title.”’ 

Finance Act, 1894.—The Leeds Law Society having invited an expression 
of opinion from this society, upon a statement by the Arsistant-Controller 
of ed and Succeesion Duties, to the effect that under the Finance 

1 estate duty is a charge upon sold under a power or 
lor sale, and does not shift to the proceeds of sale, your committee 
the following resolution: ‘‘ That having carefully considered the 
from the Leeds Law Society, and having regard to the wording of 

9 (sub. 1) of the Finance Act, 1894, and to the provisions of the Land 
‘ransfer Act, 1897, under which all estate appears to vest in executors, the: 
concur in the view expeesed by the Leeds Law Society, and that 
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the secretary be authorized to express the readiness of this society to concur 
ina representation to the Inco ted Law Society (U.K.), as suggested 
by them. That they further fully concur in the ressions of opinion 
as to the objectionable state of the law with regard to death duties, 
and the necessity of legislation such as indicated in the circular.”” The 
attention of members is directed to a recent case of the Attorney-General 
v. De Préville T. L. RB. 125), in which the Court of Appeal, —_ 
the decision of the court below, decided that where a life tenant surrend 
her life interest to the remainderman, and died within twelve months, the 
Crown was not entitled to estate duty on the life of the deceased, thus 
extending the decision in the Attorney-General v. Beech (1899, A. C. 53), 
under which it is believed considerable sums paid for estate duty have 
been returned to the accounting parties. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Feb. 19.—Mr. W. 8. Sherrington in the chair.—Mr. J. R. Yates moved; 
‘¢ That the dissemination of false news by the public press should be made 
a criminal offence, unless bond jide believed to be true.”” Mr. T. W. 
Weigall oe The debate was continued by Messrs. C. Kains-Jackson, 
8S. Davey, F. W. Galbraith, 8. L. Hubbard, A. Richardson, ©. H. 
Kirby, and B. Kureshi. The motion was lost by one vote. 





LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST SOCIETY. 


The twelfth meeting of the Law Guarantee and Trust Society was held 
on Thursday at the society’s offices, Chancery-lane, Mr. Tuomas Rawiz 
(chairman) presiding. 

The sapait stated that during the past year the sum of £123,627 7s. 5d. 
had been received for premiums, fees as trustees, and commissions, which, 
after all the sum of £33,356 6s. 3d. for re-assurances, left 
£90,271 1s. 2d. The percentage of management expenses, inclusive of 
agents’ commission, directors’ and auditors’ fees, on the above net income 
was for the year 24°40. The sum of £15,000 had been added to the 
General Reserve Fund, which now stood at £100,000. After the payment 
of all claims properly chargeable for 1899 against reserve for claims in 
suspense and rebates, the directcrs had added £28,752 10s. 1d. to this 
reserve, thus bringing it up to the substantial sum of £50,000. The 
directors congratulated the shareholders upon the satisfactory conclusion 
of the sale to the Carlton Hotel Co. (Limited) of the old site of Her 
Majesty’s Theatre, including the hotel, as shewn by the accounts. 
The balance, including the amount brought forward from last year, was 
£15,408 19s, 11d. ; from this £3,000 had been paid as interim dividend for 
the half year ending the 30th of June last, and the directors now recom- 
mended that a further sum of £5,000 should be paid in respect of the half 
year ending the 3lst of December, 1899, free of income tax, making the 
dividend 8 per cent. for the year. This would leave £7,408 19s. 11d. to be 
carried forward. - P 

In pursuance of the power in the articles of association, the directors 
had appointed Mr. Edward F. Turner, of the firm of Messrs. Turner, Son, 
& Foley, and Mr. William Maples, of the firm of Messrs. Maples, Tees- 
dale, & Co., directors of the society. PN, 

The directors retiring, according to the articles of association, were Sir 
Joseph Se Montefiore, and Messrs. Richard Pennington, Thomas 
Rawle, and William Williams, who, being eligible, offered themselves for 
re-election. 

Mr. T. R. Ronatp (general manager and secretary) having read the 
notice convening the meeting, 

The Cxareman, in mo the adoption of the report, congratulated the 
meeting upon the position of the society’s affairs. Referring to 
some of the items of the balance-sheet, he said that the general reserve had 
gone up from £85,000 last year to £100,000, which would be a matter of 
great gratification to everybody interested in the society. It was larger 
than it had ever been, and was now equal to the society’s paid-up capital. 
The reserve for claims in suspense and rebate had been increased to 
£50,000. The shareholders were to be congratulated upon the satis+ 
factory conclusion of the sale to the Carlton Hotel (Limited) of the old 
site of Her Majesty’s Theatre, including the hotel. Coming to the revenue 
account, the only thing he wished especially to call attention to was the 
fact that the management expenses must be satisfactory to the share- 
holders. They were actually less, having regard to the ratio of expenditure 
to the net income, than last year. They were 24°40 per cent. here was 
a very satisfactory increase in the society’s income. It would be observed 
that the re-assurances amounted to the large sum of £33,356 6s. 3d., 
which was, of course, an additional reserve. In the previous year | 
were only £25,000. It might be said that the society were very care 
in this direction, but at any rate the excess, if any, was on the side of 
caution. The net result was that the board proposed to pay 8 
dividend, which; with the interim dividend, would make a dividend 
of 8 per cent. for the year, and to carry forward the sum of £7,400. 
That was a v short statement of the effect of the accounts, and 
he trusted it ass | besatisfactory as evidence of the increasing prosperity and 
the success of thesociety. This concluded the twelfth hd of the society’s 
existence. They were, therefore, out of their early childhood and in their 
teens, but he thought they had given evidence of a very healthy and 
vigorous youth which afforded great promise for the future. The 


directors were sure of the successof the society so far as anything human 
could be said to be assured, It was eaid sometimes that the rociety had 
a board of directors who were so very timid and so afraid of «nterprize of 
a financial or commercial character that they had a kind of idea that their 
business was to guarantee coneols. There never was a greatermistake. As an 
illustration of the tise the society was to the general community he might give 
one or two figures. Bince the society had been in 


in existence it had 
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glaims to the 3lst of December la.t £160,000. That meant that the individual 
members of the community had been benefited to this extent, and instead 
of losing large sums which to them might have meant ruin or very heavy 
and serious loss, by the agen of the very moderate premiums c 

the society they had able to avail themselves of the advantages 
worded by a society which was enabled by use of the doctrine of ai 4 
to secure them that loss. Mortgages were generally made with 
care, but with safeguards it was impossible to against every 
accident. The society supplied a want that had been felt, and 
were pre always to entertain reasonable and suitable cases, 
in which for a very moderate fee they guaranteed the payment not only of 
the interest but also of the principal. There were a great many cases in 
which on the calling in of a morfgage the security was for the moment or 
perhaps for a considerable time not realizable. And that was where the 
society came in. They were enough to be able to hold the 
properties and to wait fora market forthem. The Carlton Hotel was a 
case in point—a very striking case. Another branch of the business he 
would refer to, because here the shareholders could assist the society, was 
trust business—private trusts. If they or their friends were making wills 
or settlements they should remember that the society were very desirous 
of undertaking the business of trusts, of which it had a large number. The 
society a separate books of account, te bank accounts, cheque 
books, and so on, and they were absolutely distinet from the funds of the 
society, and the accounts could not be touched except under the direction 
of the board. With regard to the general position of the society the directors 
were able to appeal with confidence to the results which had achieved 
by the eminent and distinguished men who had preceded him as chairman, 
and he knew of no board of directors who devoted so much time and 
attention to the business of their company as did the board of the society. 


It would be difficult to find a board where there was the same amount of. 


sagacity and practical business experience. He attributed very much to 
the board the fact that the society were in a position of very great financial 
strength and Be en he They had competitors, but they feared no 
competition. e guarantee of the society was acceptable in quarters 
where the bonds of other companies, d of less 

were not accepted. The board found, as a result of the po 
they had adopted, that they were able to pick and choose their business. 
They got the business, and the only culty was to exclude unduly 
oo gg — If ge did not meee = ier A would not make 
rofits. But the socie now got into a position of recognized strength. 
Be attributed that to the care exercised br the board, but mainly to the 


very great ability and energy of the general manager. Nothing could 
exceed the board’s estimation of Mr. Ronald’s services. It must be 


ey 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSUIPS, 
DissoLvurions. 


. ogee Com Laxe and Pay ty EpsunpD Spee (Lake 
Lake a Lincoln’s- London. . 1d. 
wien tini [Gasette, Feb. 16. 


FREDERICK came, Hore and Henry James —_, solicitors 
Macarthur, Fisher ¥ -street, Cheapside. Feb. 12. 
; - eT [Gasette, Feb. 20. 


GENERAL, 
It is stated that owing to indisposition Sir Poland was unable to 
apap poy aber ne: ver Sessions, and that is the first occasion 

a period of twenty-six years that Sir Harry has not sat. 

Mr. Justice Bucknill, while riding on Epsom Downs, met with an accident 
which resulted in the breaking a of his wrists. His lordship put his 
hunter at a jump, but the horse hit the rails of the fence heavily, and fell 
with the rider. The learned judge left town on Tuesday for Haverfordwest 
on the South Wales Circuit. 

At Haverfordwest Assizes on Wednesday, according to the Globe, it was 
stated that Mr. Justice Bucknill had bis injured wrist in a sling and the 

Sheriff and Mr. Allen, who sat on either side, also had their arms in 

. At the close of the proceedings the Sheriff with the broken 
right arm handed Mr. Justice Bucknill with the broken right wrist the 
orthodox pair of white gloves. It was called by the wits of the locality a 
left-handed compliment. 

After the delivery of the judgment of the House of Lords in Fielden v. 
Mayor of Moseley on Tuesday, says the Times, a conversation ensued on the 
effect of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, by which, wherever 
— acting in the execution of Fmmag = J and — ~~ duties obtain 

udgment &@ pereon & em, the costs are taxed as between 
solicitor ea client, and plaintiff. Their 
lordships with the Court of A that the statute applied to all 
actions, including what used to be suits in Chancery, but that the 
solicitor and client costs were not recoverable in appeals. 

At the Highgate ice-court on Wednesday, says the Zimes, Mr. 

Q.C., applied to the bench to grant one summons for the 
recovery of the poor rate and the general district rate instead of 
two summonses according to the 
that the Hornsey District Council 


remembered that there bad been no tables to guide the society, but | Local 


everything of the kind had to be made as they went along. 

Mr. B. G. Laxe seconded the motion. 

Mr. Since congratulated the meeting upon the fact that the directors 
had increased the dividend from 6 per cent. to 8 per cent. and also upon 
the successful dealing with the Haymarket property. Referring to the 
reserve for claims in suspense and rebates, he thought the claims under this 
head were never likely to amount to anything like £50,000. The liability 
thereon would be nearer £5,000. He thought that some portion should be 
put to the general reserve fund. 

The Cxarrman observed that the board had no reason to think the 
£50,000 would be required, but it was a round sum, and he thought it might 
remain at that. 

Mr. Pickup asked whether the society were still lessees of the Haymarket 

pro , and what was the position with regard to the Australian banks. 
_ The oniaer said that the question of the Australian banks was gone 
into at the = byw years ago, and that the tion was then stated 
in great detail. e board had now no anxiety with regard to the matter. 
They had year by year written off the claims, and the expectation was 
that the figure which stood at £7,506 in the balance-sheet would in the 
result turn out to be worth more. With rd to the Her Majesty’s 
Theatre pro , the society were clean out of the matter. The lease was 
granted to the purchasers, who stood in the society’s place. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

_On the motion of Mr. Laxz, preven HN by Mr. Gray Hut, the retiring 
directors, Sir J. 8. Montefiore, Mr. R. Pennington, Mr. Thos. Rawle, and 
Mr. William Williams, were re-elected. 

The auditors, Mesers. Deloitte, Dever, Griffiths, & Co., were also 
re-elected, and their remuneration fixed at 150 guineas. 

A vote of thanks was d to 

_The Onareman, who, in responding, returned thanks on behalf of the 
directors, and also of their excellent manager and staff. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


His Honour Judge Epwi Jones died very suddenly on Sunday last. 
He was the son of Mr. Thomas Jones, of Merthyr Tydfil, and was educated 
at Owens- College, Manchester. He was called to the bar in 1875, and 
| sarveary on the Northern Circuit and in the Lancaster Chancery Court, 

ving his chambers at Manchester. In 1889 he was appointed judge of 
the County Court Circuit No. 5. He was a justice of the peace for 
Lancashire and the Isle of Man. 


APPOINTMENT. 


Mr. O. J. Braysuaw, solicitor, of 27, Ohancery-lane, W.C. 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Braysha 
August, 1890, 


has been 





and, by arrangement between the council and the overseers, the poor rate 
and the general district rate are now being collected by collectors who are 
also assistant overseers, rate-books, 

both rates being used. In aski 


be made, an . 

private, Mr. Glover announced that the bench had decided that they had 
no power to grant the application. Mr. Macmorran gave notice that he 
should apply for a rule on that point. 


The annual social meeting of the Royal Courts of Justice Temperance 
— was held on Wednesday evening, the 2lst of February, at 
the Middle Temple Hall, about 700 . members, and friends being 
present. The chair was taken by Sir Robert Finlay, Q.C., M.P., who was 
supported by Mr. Justice Barnes and Barnes, Mr. Justice Kennedy, 

Mr. Justice Oozens- » Lord Dunboyne, Bay 
Q.C., Mr. F. O. Crump, Q.C., Mr. Pitt Q.C., Mr. T. D. Bol 
M.P., the Hon. Dillon and Mrs. and Miss 
The chairman, in the course of his address, remarked t 
man who had done more for the moral 


any 
perance in the army. The 

Canon Fieming, B.D., and Mr. Pearce 

excellent pieces of concerted music were rendered L 
and Miss while Mrs. Ellis Griffiths and Mr. Powley delighted 
the large audience with their songs. Mr. Justice Cozens- roposed 
a vote of thanks to the chairman, the benchers of the ple, 
and the musicians, which was seconded by Master Archibald, and carried 


is Gocqus of a bee 5 Mr. 
pensation,’’ delivered before 
en Thureda 


, Q.C., on ** Workmen’s Com- 
Clerks’ Association, 
ya hit welt, Go btewedl S ies oot 


either of sound sense or justice, that employer should be compelled 
to com} fiom for aocidente in cases whane he had been in no sense 
in default, where the occurrence could not have been foreseen or prevented, 
and could not be attributed or indirectly to his 

because the injury was the workman whilst his work. 
this was the effect of this Act. That it was to many 
em was not to be wondered at. So far as he was aware, it was 
never agitated for by the working men of the country, nor formed an item 
in the trade unions’ programmes. —_ = instances of the difficul- 
ties met with in interpreting the Act, 

hasize the statement that the in ties 
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apart from any consideration as to what well might have been or should 
have been intended. 


What Ben Bice, of tye should have done, says the New York 
Evening Post, is a puzzling legal and social question. Bice has been 
convicted recently of “‘ carrying intoxica liquor to church.”’ Nothing 
is known of Bice personally, except that he was married and owned a 
buggy and a mule; but he seems to have been a very good man, striving 
earnestly, though unsuccessfully, to do his duty to the law and to his wife. 
It seems that a Georgia statute forbids anyone “‘ carrying to a church any 
liquor or intoxicating drink.’? One Sunday in August Bice drove to 
church with Mrs. Bice. Most of the other churchgoers’ buggies were 
standing about one hundred yards from the church. Bice hitched 
his mule some two hundred yak distaut. He left a bottle of whisky in 
the buggy when he and Mrs. Bice went to the service. For this he was 
convicted. His defence was that his wife was sick, that she had been 

troubled with heart disease for two. years, that a doctor gave him the 
whisky, and told him that it was necessary to take it along for Mrs. Bice. 
The Georgia Supreme Court sustained the conviction on the ground that, 
as the object of the statute was to prevent indulgence of liquor at church, 
it was the intent of the statute also ‘‘ to forbid its introduction to a place 
in such immediate proximity as to make it readily accessible.’”? The court 
said further: “It i well enough to provide against sickness, not only in 
the form of heart disease, but of colic, cramps, and the like, but, under 
the statute we are considering, such a provision cannot lawfully be made 
by carrying the medicine to church, if such medicine be whisky or other 
reg liquor, and if one should unfortunately be subject to any of 
these ills, he must either stay at home, or, if he wishes to provide against 
sudden attack, take with him some other kind of medicine.”’ 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota oy Reoistrars 1x ATTENDANCE OX 











Date. Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
d No. 2. SrTixine, KExkEWICH. 
Mr. Leach Mr. Carrington Mr. Beal 
Godfrey Lavie Pugh 
Leach Carrington Beal 
— Lavie ay 
a Godfrey Lavie Pugh 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
‘ Byrne. Cozens-Harpy, FarweE.u. Buck.ey, 
Monday, Feb. 26 Mr. G 11 Mr. Farmer Mr. Jackson Mr. King 
Tuesday ae Church King Pemberton Farmer 
28 Greswell Farmer Jackson Church 
1 Church King Pemberton Greswell 
Greswell Farmer Jackson Pemberton 
Church King Pemberton J 











THE PROPERTY MART. 


SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Feb. 27.—Mesars. Depexnam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripcewater, at 2:—By order of 
—Freehold Ground-Rents, amounting to £1,039 13s, per annum, secured 
* Harringay, Bowes Park, pomeme poem, aot Soe West weed Seeing 
wes en urn, orwi 
and Z whh reversion ¢o the rack-rents, now at about £5,550 per 
annum, Messrs. Ravenscroft, Woodward, & Hills, E London. (See adver- 


tieement, this week, p. 
Feb. 27.—Mr. J. oo Seavoan, st 38, King-street, Covent Garden, at 12.30, Fancy Poultry 


Feb, 28.— 
March 1.—Roses, Fruit Trees, &e. : 
March 2.—Scientific and Photographic Property. (See advertisement, this week, 


7). 
March = ee H. E. Foster & Cranrikzxp, at the Mart, at 2:— 
REVERSIONS : 


ee Bieta id Ground-rents at Peckham, Lambeth, &c., 
valued at £28,000 indy aged 7 Solicitors, Messrs. Bridger & Bon, 
To £2,000 of # Trust Fund lady aged 60. Bolicitors, Meters. Emmet & Co., 


To Freehld in Norfolk, value £700 ; lad eee er mee | 
ves her; with policy. Solicitor: n. 
-seventh of an Estate, value £15,000, 000, in Bailes Stock ; lady 
~ e , Messrs. Casson Perrott-Smith & Co., London, 
To £6,011 of a Trust Fund ; lady aged 68. Solicitors, Messrs. Gwynn: e-Griffith & Co., 


To Onchal! of £902 Five ee ee gentleman 
Solicitor, H. London. 
LIFE INTREEST of T of lady, aged eer £2,245 per annum, 
, B. M. Lazarus, Esq 


wo, iil oly Boia: 

POLICY for Salistieee then Boe & Co. 

HALF. IN LETTERS PATENT. ite, & Go icone Routh, Stacey, & 

Castle, London. 

GUARDIAN SHARES, &c. 
(See advertisements, this week, back .) 

March 1.—Mesara. Brinson & Bons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Shops and Residences at 
Shepherd’s Bush and Earl’s Court; all let upon leases. Solicitors, Messrs. M. & H 
Turner, London. (See advertisement, this week, p. 7.) 


RESULT OF SALE. 
Messrs, C.C, & T. soons alt, ot te Mart, on Thursday, the Yard and Stabling 


ad: the “ Green fang £1,510. Freehold -rent of £9 on Two 
Houses Bar 36 year” archers ree Plots of Land in Romford, £1 a foot 
Ten Leasehold Houses, Queen’ s~ a Maistow ory and Seven Freehold Houses in 


the same neighbourhood, £1,255. Besult of sale, £5, 





For Txroat Irerration ann Covcn ‘“ pe’ 8 s Glycerine Jujubes”’ 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 

to all. suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 7 -and 1 1s. 13d. James Epps & Oo., Ltd., Homeo- 
pathic Chemists, London.— VT. ] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, Feb. 16. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep m CHAancerY. 


BremMincHaM Consens Oo, Line Lunrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
their names ood oft dresses, together with full particulars of their debts bes or linn to * 
pa Rye - tosh Sharp, 120, Colmore row, Birmingham. Pinsent & 
ors 


ming! 

Istz or Kent eocaaes Co (in oo eee Yee required, on or before 
March 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particalars oftheir debs or claims, 
to Juhn Askew To Se Semnapess © Meteaiie apn Span Wi 
Newcastle upon Tyne, solors to liquidator 

Raprorp & Pe Sg mg for winding up, presented Feb 14, directed to be 
SUPE AM 25 Ego Pe 
80 ce of appearing m' reac ve not 
6 o’clock er the afternoon of Feb 27 

Saxton & Daviss Camntes-teelitens are required, on or agg March 9, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts, to W. 8. Hogg, 270, 


Mansion House nom oN aasereey 
—— urity Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 28, to send their 
es and addresses, and the oukes of their debts or claims, to James Ward 

The Sanctuary, Westminster. Burchell, The 


Burchell and Ernest Holm 
Sanctuary. solcr to the liquidators 

SupwortH & Serre, Linrep (in Votuntary Liquipation)- Creditors are required, on 

or before March 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 

or claims, to Alired Charles Woodroffe Rogers, Temple bidgs, Albert at, Nottingham 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Merropouiran Wixpow Creaners’ Society, Limirep, 5, Curlew st, Horsleydown Feb 8 
PENRHIWFER COLLIERIES Frignpiy Sociery, Lewis’s Arms Assembly Rooms, Penrhiwfer, 


Glam Feb 3 
Sons or Kenr Biruinauam Benerit Society, 172, Tabard st, Borough Feb 3 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Feb. 20 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimiTep m CHANCERY. 


Buvese.t Proprietary Co, Limirep—Creditors within the United Kingdom are required, 
on or before April 15, or or elsewhere on June 15, to send their names and ad: and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. Edmund Gerald Ashton, 69, Lombard st, 

circus, solors to liquidator 


Julius & Thomas, Finsb 
Wesnsvaeenes Syypicate Limrrep—Creditors are requested, on or before March 16, to 
send their names aud addresses, and the pastiontans of of their debts or claims, to Frank 
Rowley, 34 and 36, Gresham st 
GoLpFIELDs oF SuRINAM, ane Cation ane segninel, on or before April 3, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or clai ma, to Jamon Dare 
ouse, solors for 


Pattullo, 71 and 72, King William st. Ingle Holmes & Sens, Broad st 


Gresoam Gotp Expiorine SynpicarTs, age get oe are required, on or before 
May 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their their debts or claims, 
to Robert John Sissons, 9, Austin Friars 

Hawkes & Garpyer, Lyourep—By an order made by Mr. Justice Wright, dated Feb 10, 
it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued Ford & Co, 
27, Walbrook, for Ford, Portsmouth, pond ‘or 

I. C. Myers & Co, Limrrep —Creditors required, -° * or before April hy te send their 
a Delo aiivaaen, and the pastioduine ot their debts and claims, to Edwin Hayes, 

JOHANNESBURG Minine anp Genera SynpicaTE, Limtrzp—Petn for eran presented 
Feb 8, directed to be heard on Feb 28. Susan 6 8 for petner. 
oom et TY ee must reach the above-named not than 6 orlock i in the after- 
noon 0 

Jouy A. THompson, Lisrtep—Petn for UP ponent Feb 16, directed to be heard 
on Feb 28. Crump & Son, 10, Philpot lane, ‘or petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not ha ap ee Feb 27 

Luanratrr Miniye Co, Limirep (1x Liquv ~~ —Creditors are required, on or before 
fay send their names and addresses, an: sandlcubems ot Gide Gabts ox dian 

to Robert Vicars Critchley, 6, St. James’s 
tors are required to send in particulars 


New Hupson Cyoiz Extension Jame nance 
‘co or demands to to Philip Bates, 110, Edmund st, B ham, on or before 


23 
PrertH axp Loypon Expiorgns, Liwirep—Creditors are required, on or before A 7, 
“to send in names and and 


ir names the Cy = of their debts or = 

‘Charles Arthur Wright, 8, Gracech st. Norris & Martin, Bishopsgate st Within, 
solors for liquidator 

Pirts, 80 Kixe, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 2, to send their 

bes ant es, and s of their debts or to William Ge wge 


names and addresses, the wig claims, to 
Jefferys and William Bootleg & 58, Southside st, Plymouth. Ward & Co, King st, 


Cheapside, solors to gy me 
Satispury Sapna ye ans soquinlam or aged March <4 & send 
their names and oo. aan the particulars of their debts and claims, to Henry 


man, 

Wanneeene | N ae teks Dressiya Co, Lumrep—By an order made by Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Hardy on Feb 5, it was ordered that the voluntary winding y hE. the company 
—= Crowders & Co, 55, Lincoln’s inn fields, for Ponting, Warminster, solor 
‘or 

West AvusTra.ian (Goup District) Trapinc SynpicaTE, ogy ye for winding up. 

Ranees DED Bs, Soares to be heard Feb 28. Mad 's Arms yard, » nd 
jaa nape Notice of appearing must reach the sored later than 6 o’clock 
the afternoon of Feb 27 


Wrer 0 or nase S eS 8ixx1xe Co, laa required, on or before Feb 26, 
to send and addresses, and the particulars of theis debts and claims, to Bertis 
Frank Smith, "Victoria pl, Cheltenham. Earengey, Cheltenham, solor to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Crort Frrenxpiy Sociery, Schoolroom, Croft, Leicester. Feb 9 
Farenpiy Sick AND Buriat Socrery, Royal Oak Inn, a. Devon. Feb 13 
Gayton Co-orgraTive Society, Limitrep, 5, High st, Gayton, worth, Northampton 
el 
tase. Duxe or Devonsuine Lopcz, Devonshire Arms Inn, Baslow, Chesterfield, Derby 


a Frrenpiy Society, Station Hotel, Corsham, Wilts Feb 13 
Rosz or THE mew Sick anp Bugiau Society, Co-operative Hall, Bank st, Rawtenstall 


Manchester 
Watce Mixers’ , Beyerit Society, Garrick Tavern, Leman st, E Feb13 








WARNING TO an pay — wenger we AND LeEsszzs. ae pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements t oroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an a from The Sanitary 
Engineering, Co . (HL Carter, O.E., ), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
‘ee quoted on receipt of particulars. Established 23 





years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.”—{Apvr.] 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette. ne Feb. ® 
Besceornpes, eo Westone, Salop, Farmer 7 Bracegirdle v Bracegirdle, 
Stiri 


ewport, Salop 
STEATHAM, aan Butcroft, Darlaston March 12 Stestham v Steatham, Byrne, J 
Slater, Darlaston 


Lonion Gazste. i wunas, Feb. 16. 
QurrEREs, FREDERIC ——, Rectory, Nymet Rowland, Devon March13 Thomas v 
Gutteres, Byrne, J Pope, jun., Crediton 
Lonion Gazette.—TuEspay, Feb. 20. 
Dyuock, THomas, Elstree, Hertford, Plumber March 22 a v Bass, Kekewich, J 
Cornford, Lincoln’s inn fields 
SyALPaGE, JonN Henry, Firs, East Sheen, Surrey, Mewchant Tailor March 28 Bartrum 
vSmalpage, Byrne, J Halse, Oid Bur st 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuatm. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, Feb. 16. 
ALLAN, Menage, Eyemouth, Berwick March6 Sanderson & Weatherhead, Berwick 


on 
Avvrews, Joux, Birmingham, Beerhouse Keeper March 31 Bickley & Lynex, 


Asameon, © Woon, Kirklinton, Cumberland, Shoemaker March 10 Bendle & Son, 

Baker, ren JosrePH, Queen Victoria st, Auctioneer March 1 Lawrance & Webster, 
Old Jewry chmbrs 

Barker, EvizaABeTH GEorGina PinpER, — March 25 Lindop, Torquay 

Basrvet, Lovis Marts, Shanklin, lof W ch 20 James & James, Ely 

Bryan, Davip, Neath Abbey, Glam Feb 20 Cuthbertson & Powell, eath 

Bittinesiey, Joun, Olton, Warwick, Railway Clerk March 25 East & Smith, Birming- 


ham 
Birca, Tuomas, Kensington Marchi6 Barber & Son, St Swithin’s In 
Boots, Joun BILLINGTON, Kensington March 31 Ashhurst & Co, Preston 
BortomLey, Joseru, Brigh use, York May1 Barber & Oliver, Brighouse 
Buiaiy, Jonny, ana Leritia Bue, minster March 25 Paull, Ilminster 
CaPary, FRANCES, Upper Tooting April 12 Leslie & dardy, 
scant Nee on Emity ANSE Lady, B.lgrave sq Mach 16 “Meynell & Pemberton, 
ueen 8 
CuzeTHAM, Jang, Bow March16 Double, Fore st 
Cockerrox, Hue Herroy, Hove, Sussex March 31 Ford, Brighton 
Co.zs, Ropert Staattox, Brighton March $1 Gill, Devonport 
Couus, Ev1zaBeTa Exew Noran, Middiesbrough Feb 20 Stubbs & Stubbs, Middles- 
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Cunsineton, Ex1za Francrs, Chiswick 


March 16 Robins, Pancras In 
Curtis, Joseru, Quainton, Bu Farmer March 10 Willis & 
. Lof W March 81 


. Cornwall March 22 Evans, Queen Victo 
Commercial Traveller March 31 Neill & Holland, 


Winslow 
Dassase Seseanee AURELIA, » jun, i 
RR Henserr Luxe, Wad 
Fawseet, Wii.14M Henry, 
Bradford 


Grorer. Janez, Wanborough, Wilts March 17 Withy, 

Goman, Evizasers, Penge March 30 Mann & Crimp, "ewe st, . Strand 

Grover, Jos, Chilton, Suftolk, Farmer March 19 jane? Sons, Sudbury 

Huoson, Frank, Sevonaks, JP March 31 Hicks & Oo, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Hourcuixson, Beysamin. Hudiersfield March 31 Hall & Co, 

Jeruson Sarin, Oxford March 31 Ley & Co, Carey st, Lincoin’s 

seems, Wittiaa Grenvitie, Kingston on Thames March ra Lyell & Co, Fen- 


Kmenss, Paquet, Duddle Farm, nr Dorchester, Farmer March 20 Andrews & Co, 

— Epwarp, Whicknam, Durham March 21 Mather & Dickiasoh, Newcastle 

Mason “ha Grorciava Grace, King’s Lynn, Norfolk March 31 Farrer & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 


Mityss, Ex, 0 ig Architect March 31 Greaves & Greaves, Bradford 
Nicuo.t, Wituiam, wix, Cumberland, Farmer March10 Baendle & Carlisle 
Ossorne, Marcaret Extex, Maidstone March 25 Greene & Underhill, lord row 
Parvrirr, CARoLine Herapatn, Gloucester March 31 Crossman & Co, Thornbury, RSO, 


Glos 
Pascor, Wrutax Bow.asn, Pimlico, Mining Engineer March 30 Hewitt & Urquhart, 
ds en. c) 

Perrococuino, ALEXANDER Panpta, Cleveland sg March 15 Markby & Co, Coleman st 

Pickarp, WILLIAM, Man March 25 Irons, Sheffield 

Power, Henry James ay LH, +! Solicitor March 3i Ward & o Newport 

LAURANCEAU, AnorRé, Paymaster-General Rehder? & Higgs, Miacing la 

——_ Mania, Gateuben’ Durham March 2i Mather & Dickinsoa, Newcastle on 

Lister, THomas Curster, Hove, Sussex March 31 Crosse & eae & Game, Lenten pl, Strand 

Loncporrom, Harriet, Sandal, nr Wakefield April 1 Wakefield 

Reira, Evizanersa Susan, Ealing March 10 Walls & Stallard, Old 1 Jewry 

Roacu, Exvizavets Harriet, Clapham May1 Fooks & Co, 

Ropertsox, Many Ayn, Leighton Buzzard March 22 Fe, 

Ros:yson, Waren Apranaw, M Butcher a Maidenhead 

Scugarper, —-" Cuaze Basit, South Kensington March13 Hunters & Haynes, New 
8q, s inn 

SurEap, Tuomas, , Warwick March 19 Hnghes & Masser, Co 

SourHery, WILLIAM HEATLEY, Prestwich, nr Manchester Feb 26 

Srevens, Caances, Swaffham Bulbeck, Cambridge, Wheelwright March 2% Ginn & 


Matthew, Cam! 
Tomson, a CieLanp, Kensington March 31 Hughes & Masterman, New 





brou, gh 
Cooke, a Kearsley, nr Bolton March 14 Bailey & ye a Bolton 


CorpwELL, Henry THomas, pope st, Lambeth, Wood Turner 
Strand 


Crimp, st, 
Costettoz, Beyyamin Francis Cony, Grosvenor rd, Barrister March 31 Herbelet, 


Chancery Ia 


Cowtey, Richarp, Hendon March 25 Homes & Son, ry mag 


Crampery, Isapetta, Upper Tooting April 12 Leslie & 
Crisp, Mary Ans, Birmingham Marc 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette-—Fripay, Feb. 16, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


pen I Lu mate Taree Derbys, Grocer Derby Pet Feb 
Feb 14 
Ayprews, Wit14M, Kingston w nee Printer Kingston 
«~~ Spee a Tiehin h Co 
EAN, somes, way, art 
Pet Jan ‘Peres ima se miiiiawns 


Booru, nell Mor! Yor Grocer Dewsb PR 

Feb 14 Ord Feb ie - gions 

Bower, ARTHUR DE a ncy, Duke st, St James’s High 
Court Pet Dec 18 Ord Feb 12 

Solicitor High Court Pet Jan 


ae ye Peete, Tea Dealer Huddersfield 
Ciarks, Tuomas oe Roorz, New Catton, Norwich, 
Coal Dealer Norwich Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 12 
Currus, Joacim Va.eszin, Chis Master Mariner 
‘ord Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Saves, Sa Perea, Bost t Dealer Swansea Pet Feb 
e 
Ewey, J D, Hanoversq High Court Pet Dec7 Ord Feb 10 


Eyre, Joun Hewry, Sages som pon Hull, Fruit Dealer 
Kingston upon Hull t Feb 18 Ord Feb 13 . 


Frxtox, Hossox, Thornhill Lees, York, Lime M 
Dewsb Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 13 
Sens, Jems, , Game Dealer Leeds Pet Feb 14 


Hainswortn, Joux Suitu, Rawdon, yoek, Com; "8 
Secretary is Pet Feb7 Ord Feb gies 

Haznis, Fenton Georax, Usk. ja Estate aaieh New- 
port, Mon Pet Jan 29 Ord Feb 12 

Hasta, Samug., Rochdale, Hardware Dealer Rochdale 
Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Hewperson, Tuomas, ‘Bedfora Schoolmaster Bedford Pet 

z Feb12 Ord Feb 

OLLANDS, ALFRED tsi Luddesdown, pa Gencee nd, 

Farmer Rochester Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 1 

Ivory, James ae RT, Guildford Pet Sept 


, Innk: New- 

tw P z Feb 13 Ord Feb 15 > ieee xucsanthe 
ERT, ARRISON, Rw yy Palace rd Compan 

Pet Jan % OrdFebla 
sane See., Lous st Ra, South Eaton pl High Court Pet 
Lzcoop, Samugt, North Sh » Millinery 
facturer High Court Det Feb isc 13 Ord Feb 13 
Levi ary Leeds, Slipper Maker Leeds Pet Feb 9 


MoCartay, Cartes James, Ne Mon, Fruite 
OF og ie 
iJ , Comedian 
Feb12 Ord Feb 12 


JERMAN, Say ID, 


1 
Bks, ApRAHaM, Salford, Watch Manufacturer Se ford 
Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 





Turret, James, Greenhi 
March 30 Mann & | We su, Ann, 











Maxwett, R Grenrect, Queen’s Gate ter High Court 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb 14 
Naytor, Tuomas, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb9 Ord Feb9 


Noap, JonaTHan, Road, Somerset, Butcher Frome Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Opcers, Tuomas, Stithians, Cornwall, Farmer Truro Pet 


Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 5 

Parrerson, ALEXANDER, So Publican South- 
——— Pet Feb13 Ord Feb 18 

Peat, Tuomas, Sale, , Baker Manchester Pet 
Feb13 Ord Feb 18 

Powe.., Henry James, png Butcher Wandsworth 
Pet 8 Ord Feb 12 

Gaspar, Bee yyy Norwich, Builder Norwich Pet Feb 


Smira, Bn tg Mary, Gt Le ge House Furnisher 
Gurta, Musee. Bocas, Mewpert, Mon, 
MIT ENRY AB 
Ne Mon Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 12 12 


am... ees i?) oi od tie Printer 
Peterborough Pet 


Stanrorp, Epwix mpwem, Gusta, Butcher Brighton 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
sare fue S Ossett, York, Joiner Dewsbury Pet Feb 


mete. M Grorce Hewry, Stockton on Tees, Boot Dealer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Symmoxs, Brnsamry. ton, Blectrical Engineer 

Pet Feb 4 Feb 14 

Taomas, Davip, Lianelly, Hosier Carmarthen Pet Feb 
12 Ord Feb 12 

Toons, Josepa, Preston, Saddler Presston Pet Feb 13 
Ord Feb 13 


Watpron, Josnua Artuur, Ramsgate, Tailor Canterbury 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

WALKER, nn and CuristorHer Gress, Portsmouth, 
Fish Merchants Portsmouth Pet Feb10 Ord Feb 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bones! 2 Exchange tal, Nlcbelas st Barley ss Tackler Feb 
Baryaoy, Jom Jos eee inddlaworh, Yorks, 


ese te ath =~ Holloway, prado Feb 26 at 
2.39 may bidgs, Carey st 
om ~" one a ae ee, Licensed Victualler 


Boren enamel Of Hes 17, ~~ yey Feb 24 
¥ 1LLiaM, New Wi 
ota 90, Of ee, &, Hing et, ‘Norwich 
Bryrsgtt, F E, a Feb 23 at 230 Bank- 
pe Moazssy, a Bengal Feb 23 at 12 
Bankru: Carey st 
CLARKE, JOSEPH, udderstield, Tea Dealer Feb 26 
ati2 Off Rec, 19, John William st, 
itworth, Lanes, Draper March 2 at 11 


Cieea, Jonny, 
Downrna, Josera Wont, Gale Machinist Feb 


23°t38 Off Reo, Byrom st, 


Woopueap, Heyry Cuarces, Li Chemist 
Wrient, Octavia Louisa, Haverfordwest March 3 
Exchange bidgs, 


Redford row Zuxz, Steergrep Rupoir, Metal 
h 31 bain & iseen Dhami ” & Co, Bond ct, Watbrook 


Tosrrt, Joun, Wi jurrey, Farmer March 20 Othen & Co, Gedalming 
; Ceeahthey Kent Mach Bs Mitchell © Macartney, Gravesend 


10 Bendle 


Wi.mor, Rev Joun James Tax, Torquay, © tena March 81 St Barbe & Co, Delahay st, 
Westminster 


March 16 Oliver & Co, Liverpool 
Haverford west 
March 28 Linklater 


Gatioway, Grorar, Pudsey, Yorks Feb 23 at 11 
Rec, al, Manor row, ‘ord 


Harxsworts, Joan Saen, Rawdon, York, Congenete 
Secretary Feb 23at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Harrmay, Wituram, and Cuartes Henry Harniman, 
cle Makers Feb 23 at 12 Off Ree, 


Hinsox, Wists, an and Ae A a, ~~ -y Lincoln, 


How.ixepery, Groner Henny, Lewisham March 2 at 11.30 
Cups Hotel, Colchester 


KinnELL, Waseee James, Paddock Wood, Kent, Hop 
Wirework Erector Feb 26 at 12.90 24, Railway app, 


London Bridge 
Layeuam, Josepu, and Jonn Wiiu1am Lanoeuam, Leicester, 
‘Manufacturers Feb 23at3 Off Reo, 1, Berridge 


st, Leicester 
Levi, Baryet, Leeds, oer Maker Feb 23 ati11.90 Off 


Reo, 22, Park row, 
M AB 5 Watch 
ARKS, RABAM, a ous Salford, - 


“Gsborng st Great Grinaby 
arwich, urveyor 24 

Navvo, Tuguas, Leeds ‘> ry eit of Reo, 22, Park 

Nz, Swe Wits Nye, and Joxw Nre, Ealing, 
Builders Feb 26 at 8 st 

Opvcrrs, Tomas, Farmer Feb 26 at i2 
Off Rec, Boscawen 

nem, 70a Ben 28 King i Yarmouth, Tobacooit Feb 24 

me... Fn Ren, 6, King ot, Wore Butcher Feb 26 
ati2 Baokruptcy 


RANDALL, James ALFRED, Monumental Sculptor 

ea jing ak Feb 27 at 11 

Rosmxsox, Praxcis Ma rt, Hag worthinghen, Lines, 
"Farmer AD Om Reo, 1, Silver st, Lincoln 


Feb 23 at 
Ross, Herpert, Halesworth, Innkeeper Feb 24 


MartrHews, ee) aE 
Feb 23 at 11 


eer Wiis 


Preston 
Strep Tuomas Jonn, St Neot, Cornwall, Farmer Feb 
23 at Li eae Se ee 











Tay ran Tame J Faancis, Nottingham, Cab Som mead Feb 
Castle pl, Park st, —— 
Toma PB Ly Feb 28 at 12 Reo, 
St, rd, Swansea 
Watxnr, woes, and Cuaistoruen Gress. Portamouth, 


= Feb 23 at 3 ‘Off ‘Reo, Cambridge 
Waross ht, Epwaarp, Slater Feb 26 at 
11 


Warencum, Onancas Beaniny, Pano sh of, Bi Menafacharer 
Feb 26 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 







| 
| 
) 
| 
| 
| 
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Waricut, Kare, Tenb Sede. 3 Fruiterer Feb 23 at 
2.80 Temperance Hall, Pem ke Dock 
prtendascseal 
- Assort, Luxg, Loseoe, Derbys, Grocer Derby Pet Feb 14 
ree Wit Hull, a ter Ki 
AwyprRE 24am Hu n 
ton we ull" Bet Heb 12 Ord Ord Feb 12 np rae 
Burwa all vcH Woop.ey, Bury ‘ames’s 
Pot Oct 13 Ord Feb 12 : 
Boorn, cone, Baty, York, Grocer Dewsbury Pet Feb 
14 Ord 4 
Guage Dalton, Huddersfield, Tea Dealer 
Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 8 
canes; Tun a ag coume Roorz, New Catton, Norwich, 


es —— Pe i Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
RKILY, — ~ me 
Ord Feb 12 


Joserx, 


Liverpool Pet Feb 9 
— by ume Boot Dealer Swansea Pet Feb 


1 Wit Atrrep, Dover, Bricklayer Canterbury 
Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb 13 
Eyre. Jonn Henry, en pon Hull, Fruit Dealer 
Feb 18 Ord Feb 18 


upon Hi 

Pestos, Hossox, Thornhill Lees, York, Lime Merchant 
Fet Feb 13 Ord Feb 18 

Game Dealer Leeds Pet Feb14 Ord 


7, Jou, 

Ha ao J 8 Rawdon, bs * Cc 
I*sworTH, Jouy SwmiTx, or! lompany’s 

Leeds Pet Feb7 Ord ‘Feb 

Hayuam. Enxest Epwanrp, Southsea, Hoste, Borough 
Auditor Portamouth Pet Jan 17 Ord Feb 9 

Hasta, Sam set, Rochdale, Hardware Dealer Rochdale 
Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 

Hewxpverson, Tomas, Bedford, Schoolmaster Bedford 
Pet Feb12 Ord Feb 12 

Howtwanps, ALrrep Grom, Luddesdown. nr Sawaal, 
Farmer Feb 13 Ord Fe’ —" 

Huster, Wiriiau Bs Kingston uw Hull, Com- 
om Kingston up» Hull Pet Feb 2 Ord 


Jenmay. Davip. Lianidloes, Montgomery, Innkeeper New- 
town Pet Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 
Laxe-Fox, Louisa Emma, South Eaton pl High Court 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 
a: Slipper Maker Leeds Pet Feb 9 
McCarray, CuaRies James, Newport, Mon, Fruiterer 
Newport, Mon Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 13 
MocHa.e, Martiy. Liverpool, Comedian 
Feb 12 Ord Feb 12 
Masrietp, i Kilburn, nor 
ton Pet Jan 
Manufacturer Salford 


2 
Nay.or, Tuomas, Leeds Leeds Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 9 
Noap, Joxataay, Road, Romerset, Butcher Frome Pet 
Feb 13 Ord Feb 13 


Essense Pet 


‘obacconist Great 
Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb 13 
Ripovut, Cuaries a and Cnartzs NATHANIEL 
Hotwess. Herne Bay, Kent, Builders Canterbury 
Pet Jan - ¥... Web 3 i 
G8, RLEs Hewry, oy Surrey, Farmer 
Croydon Pet Jan29 Ord Feb 
Roserts, Eowixs Wzs.ey. Cura Picture Frame Maker 


Pet Jani3 Ord Feb 13 
Sz» —, N Builder Norwich Pet Feb 
Sxzrcisox, Esty, 


Pawnbroker Preston Pet 
Jan 23 Ord feb is . 
ALBERT . Liscard, Grocer 

Pet Jan 3"? ’ Pet Feb i8 - 
Sarrs, Evizapers Mary, Great Grimsby, Farnishe: 
Great Pet Feb 13 — 7 


Grimsby Pet Ord Feb 13 
Saurrx, Sipvzy Tuomas, Pete ewspaper Printer 


Pet Feb 14 Ord Pb 14 
Butcher Brighton 
York, Joiner Dewsbury Pet Feb 


Swatzs. Gzorce Hewxry, Stockton on Tees, Boot Dealer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb 12 Ord Feb i2 12 
Engineer Brighton 


Bess axcry, 
‘ Pet Feb 14 ts 
AYLOR, JAMES nny ottingham, Cab 

Nottingham Pet Feb's 8 Ord Feb 18 saan 
Sacee, Eerie, Léanaly, Moses 4 Pet Feb 12 
Tuouss, Jos Preston, Saddler Preston Pet Feb 13 

w Ord Feb 13 “ ; 

‘ALDRON, Josuua Antuvnr, Ramsgate, Tailor Canterb 
weer Ord Feb 14 a 
ALKER, WILLIAM, SRISTOPHER Gress, Hull, Fish 
and Oil Merchants Portamouth Pet Feb 10 Ord Feb 10 
bee TLLIAM rw fe ge Croydon, Slater 


Wuexz.en, tens Stas ey, Fore st av, Bib Manufacturer 
High Court FH 


Croydon 


Pet Feb9 Ord Feb 14 
London Gazette.—Tcespay, Feb. 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arxissos, Joux Tuo: 
Bolton Pet Febi7 Ord Feb 17 


ge, York, Chemical Manu- 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 15 
CiLa, Wi Cabinet Maker 
Reietel, Com Ord Feb 17 


Dormay, — fae x. & Co, Talbot ct, Gracech at, 
High Court Pet Dec5 Ord Feb 8 
Eagxez, ok Rearyasp, St Miles, Norwich, 
Norwich Pet Feb 17 Ord Feb 17 
ae | Crement Ws.ier, Small Heath. 
e Fa 7 i m Pet See ontiigh Oo 
REEN, Davie, Clerken’ 
G obs «2 vote yy Bolton, Fish Dealer 
REENHALGH, CHRISTOPHER, on, 
Bolton Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 
Grey, Grorcr, Headley, hay Croydon Pet Feb 15 
Ord Feb 15 


e 

Gripper, Horace G, Ware, Herts High Court Pet Sept 
26 Ord Feb 16 

Hatt, Jee James, Bristol, Commission Agent Bristol 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Feb 16 

Harpine, Josspx Henry, Cotheridge, Worcesters, Farmer 
Worcester Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Hepiey, Extiorr Baxter, Stockton on Tees, Auctioneer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 14 

Hitts, James, Redditch, Worcester, Draper Birmingham 
Pet Feb 14 Ord Feb 14 

Krex, Wituram Atrrep, and Freperick Hersert Keen, 
Weston super Mare, Builders Bridgwater Pet Feb 

L 7 Were R t st, Build High Court 

ILLY,. ILLIAM ENT. a er iw 
Ma by om 7 ores ool Stoke, D rt, C. iter 
HARLES whaeteal e, Davonp>: arpent 

Plymouth Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 

Newron, Joseru, w, Chester, Farmer Manchester 

Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 1 

Overtoy. WILLIAM. “Seatborough Builder Scarborough 
Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

Ports, WILLIAM, edged. Macclesfield Pet Feb 16 Ord 

James Octavivs, 


Feb 16 
Worthing, Frui wer 
Brighton Pet Feb16 Ord Feb 16 - 


Rosinson, 

Rorsuck, Tomas, Rotherham, York, Engine Tenter 
Sheffield Pet Feb 15 Orda Feb 15 

RornerHam, C Tarsot, 8t Helen’s pl Financial Agent 
High Court Pet Nov 29 ot b 1 

Scuirtks, Apo.r, Hackney, Baker High Court Pet Jan 
23 Ord Feb 15 

SuakesPgarR, Samvet Henry, Leicester, Cycle Dealer 

s ei Pi Jan 27 Ord Feb a sien tall 

—- AMES, er 

ham Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 15 

ILLIAM. a ee 


am. 
Pet Ord Feb 1 


Feb 17 


Febié Ord 
Scstey, WILLIAM, Whitby, igri Gardener Stockton on 
Tees Pet Feb14 Ord Feb 1 
Witntcomst, Cuartes Genny, Git rd, a Victualler 
High Court Pet Jan 19 Ord ‘eb 1 
Waseee, Grorce Wituiam, Pakefield, suit, Upholsterer 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb17 Ord 


me aot substituted for that a in 
he London Gazette of Jan 19: 


MankcuHant, ditax Thornton Heath, Surrey, 
Croydon PetDec6 Ord Jan 16 


Amended notice substituted for 5 remem in the 
London Gazette of Jan 26 


Hivcxes, Herweeicn Gustav, Lim Kent, Publisher Green- 
wich Pet Nov 24 Ord Ji 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED. 


Dopsox, Eryest, Has Stock Dealer h Court 
Rec Ord Dec 12 Rese Feb 16 me 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Acre, Roseat Joux, Handsworth, Engineer Feb 27 at 11 


174, Corporation 
Boave, Francis, Holyhead, Cattle Dealer March 1 at 12 
ites’ Room, Bangor 
Brewer Feb 28 at 12.80 
Bower, AgTuur pz Courcy, 


Bt J 

sh 4. Mage’ * ames’s Feb 27 

ware THomas, Todmorden, at tate Agent March 1 
at2 Railway Hotel, T 


Eyrz, Joun Heyry, Fruit Dealer 
Feb 27 atil Off ‘Eingaton upon Hall 


Fentox, Hossox, Thornhill Lees, York, Ya Merchant 
Feb 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Forp, Joux, . Game Dealer Feb 28 at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 
Gent, Gzorce ALsErt, Leicester, pe pee 
Feb 28 at 1230 Off Rec. 1, ci, Bertidge ty Lalowter 
Genet Kant, Sheffield, 27 at 12 Off Rec, 
Graze or win‘ iheed Belton, Fish Dealer March 
NHBALGH, UHRISTOPHER, 
at 11 16 Wood st, Bolton . 
—_ Tuomas, Sheffield, Commercial Clerk Feb 27 at 
Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield 
Hancnnas es, JosepH Wit.iam, Blackpool, Joiner March 
230 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
ean, Pre ‘ord, Schoolmaster Feb 28 at 12 
Cc 1a, 8t Paul’s sq, Bedford 
uddesdown, nr Gravesend 


Builder 


BoxtTsrone, James, Liverpool, 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liv 





Bolton, Licensed Victualler | 


| Lampgrt, T Hazzisox, Buc 
Pro; 


Hoiuanps, "ALFRED Gzorez, Luddesdo 
F Rochester 
Feb 27 at 12.15 


—_rloae 115, High st, 
4 pe 
aT righ Gt Grimsby Feb 
e... IL LIAM ne at Gt 
Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt La 
Satese 28. mead 
ae Eaton ee 20 at 19 
nuns, Counthors Pa Gr 
a Oeme 4273 ‘ocer Feb 27 at 11 
Golden ‘in. 8t Luke’s, Millinery 


inom, Be 


moter Feb 27 at 12 
Layz-Fox, Louisa Emma, 
bi , Carey 


Lzcortt, 


Leaoop, Sauvz 


Mc Eon mieten, Se Comedie? Feb biden, Chey ot Off 


Agent Bristol Pet 


pare, Warres” Ha Tamworth, Newsagent 


Yorks, Watchman Bradford 
a, Sa on 2 Harlesden, Oilman High Court 


Feb. 24 1900. 
Miss Leonards Hotel 
Feb 28 rene Of Off Rec, ek oy ig 


Maxws1t, R. Gaperars, Quees's Gate ter Feb 27 at 11 
Bankru 


Frank und Sooura fis ary Chapels, freion = 


Monk, 
P. pee whee gout meagan, Publican March 1 
a 
wert ye a 
mae S Ernest Mautm 


ae ge ia 


ri ‘Bpwany Dae 

174, oe 

oe Op — - Henry, yr Se Dealer 
'e Fee, 1, Bes Berrid, 

— Wii, os afc lat lat10.30 Off Res, 

Swrrn, ALBERT JAmes, Harlesden, Oilman Feb 27 at 2.30 
Ban bi! - 


SmiTH, a DNEY ayaa, 5 rig ote ae and Printer 
Feb 27 at 12 Law Courts, New Now el’ Be terboro’ 

Seatlanen Ng _ macnee March 1 at 
2.30 in bidgs, ghton 

STEVENS, a Gen —_ s Court Marchiat12 Bank- 
ru 

Sru: Bg A Ossett, York, Joiner Feb28at3 Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Batley 


Sw. . fame Henry, Stockton on Tees, Boot 
Feb 28 at 3 Off Rec, Alber ry Middlesborough 


Symuovys, ea, B Feb 
23 at 2 aloe = po 
“ March 3 at 11 ‘Ss Res, 


——> Dav > # 

ueen arm 

WALpron, JosHua —— 2 st, Cantar Tailor March 8 at 
9 Off Rec, 73, Cas woo e y 


WEstTWELL, THomas, ~~ yy coors, Lance, Mill 
March 7 12 80 ea Court house, 

Blackburn 

Wizsoy, Daviv, Downderry, Cornwall, Licensed Victualler 
March latil Off Rec, 6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Winter, CHagies, King’s Heath, Worcester, Plumber Feb 
28at11 174, Corporation st, st, Birmi ham 

Waricut, James, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Feb 28at11.30 Off Rec, 14, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ALPE, gy A Jone, Se . orth, Engineer Birmingham 
Arkcrinsoy, Joun THomas, poten, Licensed Victualler 
Bolton Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 
Bz.., Gzorcz, Wormley, a Broxbourne, Butcher Hert- 
ford Pet Feb 15 Ord Feb 1 
Bonney, Win1iam, ittieies Agent Preston 
Pet Feb 16 ord Feb 16 A 
Burrows, Henny an se iia, ham, Cabinet Market 
ham = 17 _ 17 
worth, Lancs, Draper Rochdale Pet 


! |; Eance, Antaus Recinacp, 8t Miles, Norwich, 
| Norwich Pet Feb 17 *Ord Feb 17 
Epmonps, CLement WELLER, Bi » Factor Bir 
‘eb 16 Ord Feb 16 
oe JouN 50 Ord eb 10 Bristol, } Music Bristol 


et Jan 
well, Dairyman High Court Pet 


| Gunes, s, Das, Gee 
Gene Cunisror en, Bolton, Fish Dealer Bolton 


Feb15 Ord Fe’ 
Hanoixc, Joszpn Hensy, 
Worcester Pet Feb 16 Ord Feb 15 

Hep ey, aagey A Baxter, Stockton ey dl Auctioneer 
Stockton on ‘Tees Pet'Feb 14 Ord Feb 1 
May, Cuartzes Horswe.u, Stoke, Devonport, Carpenter 


Pi Pet Feb 16° Ord Feb 16 

Newton, Joszpn, Wilmslow, Chester, Farmer Manchester 
Pet Feb15 Ord Feb 15 ; 

Overton, Kee = | Builder Scarborough 
Pet Feb 15 Feb 15 

Pirrau, Epwarp Dray, and Epwix Eanest Ma.iys, 

Woi » ers Birmingham 

Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 12 

eee = rt Macclesfield Pet Feb 16 

16 
ae oe: James, Clapham, Butcher Wandsworth 


Ord Feb 15 
Pricz, Huseat, King’s ‘orcester, Engineer Bir- 
mingham Pet Feb 17 


James Ooraviu' 
Pet 


Rosinson, 
Feb 16 1 
RoxEzBvck, ‘eo Rotherham, Yorks, Engine Tenter 
Sheffield b 15 Ord Fd 15 
Suemproy, S, Redditch, Builder, Birmingham Pet 
Feb 15 Ord Feb 16 
Srevexs, AnTHUR Honsuey Brunet, Earl’s Court High 
Court Pet Jani1 Ord Feb 17 
Suniey, Witt, W , York, Gardener Stockton on 
Tees Pet Feb 4 Feb 14 
Toms, Hanotp Woopmay, _ ta High Court Pet 
ov 29 Ord Feb 15 
Wantey, Wrium Joun, Worcester, Chimney Sweep 
Worcester PetJan26 Ord Feb 14 
WIintss, mea Kiog’s Heath, Worcester, Plumber 
et Jan 24 Ord Feb, A 
Pakefield. 8: am, Upholsterer 


Waricnut, Groner WILLIAM, 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 1 


Worcester, Farmer 





Ali letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer, 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 











